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chapter 1
Introduction
‘Le Moyen Âge, c’ était le salut. On ne peut s’ emmerder nulle part quand dix
siècles vous accompagnent. Le génie duMoyen Âge … c’ est qu’on n’ en verrait
jamais le bout, qu’onpouvait encore creuser là-dedans desmilliers d’ années…’
Fred Vargas, Un peu plus loin sur la droite (15)
The present study is devoted to Alphonsus Vargas’s views on the nature and function
of the powers of the intellective soul as found in hisQuestions on Aristotle’s De Anima
(QDA). In this introductory chapter I briefly point out thepurpose of the study (section
1), summarize what we know of Alphonsus Vargas’s life andworks (section 2), indicate
themain issues of the science of the soul at Vargas’s time (section 3), and point out
which of themwill be treated in the present the study (section 4).
1. About This Study
The present study is primarily concerned with Vargas’s fourth question on book Two
of Aristotle’sDeAnima, which is in fact a collection of six subquestions, dealing with a
variety of topics. The main question of QDA 2.4 is whether the powers of the soul are
really distinct from each other, in particular, whether memory and intellect are really
distinct and whether intellect and will are really distinct. But the answer to these
substantive questions is prepared by an extensive discussion, taking upmore than
three quarters of the text, concerned with the methodology of making distinctions:
the construal of a particular kind of the so-called conceptual distinction (the distinctio
rationis ex natura rei necessitantis) and a set of auxiliary distinctions for describing the
relation between powers, acts and objects. So the content of QDA 2.4 itself is already
quite diverse, but the range of topics to be treated in the present study becomes even
more diverse because several issues directly related to the nature and function of the
intellective soul are treated in other parts of the QDA. Moreover, Vargas discusses
some of these topics also in his commentary on Peter Lombard’s Sentences, which
postdates theQDA, so the it has to be consulted where it may clarify the positions
held in theQDA.
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Vargas’s QDA, in particular the parts dealing with the nature and function of
the intellective soul, has not yet been the object of a thorough analysis. It is my
aim to provide an introduction to Vargas’s views by covering the relevant source
texts in a fairly detailed way. Like most authors of his time, Vargas develops his
ideas in discussion with other opinions, considering and formulating lots of theses,
arguments, objections and replies. Following Vargas on his winding way to his
own conclusions does not make for smooth reading; at times it will come down
to slaloming through a series of arguments and counterarguments. When Vargas
discusses a number of alternative theories, he is wont to apply meticulously the
general scholastic method of not only refuting arguments given in favour of an
opinion but also to attack the opinion itself directly. A vexing problem, especially in
theQDA, is the fact that the identity of Vargas’s sources and opponents is not clear at
all, a problem that can only be solved on the basis of a thorough familiarity with the
writings of Vargas’s contemporaries, much of which is only accessible inmanuscript
form. The required resources are to a large extent beyondmy reach, but there are a
few cases where I was lucky enough to identify Vargas’s interlocutor. In any event,
before it is possible to recognize the influence of other authors on Vargas’s thought it
is necessary to have a clear picture of what his thought actually is – that is what the
present study hopes to achieve, at least for the issues discussed in it.
Vargas’s views can often be summarized in a few statements, for example:Memory
and intellect as powers of the intellective soul are conceptually distinct ex natura rei.
Or: The agent intellect is not a power of the soul but a con-natural habit of the possible
intellect and it is the only effective cause of acts of understanding. But even if such
statementsmay be immediately clear to specialists of fourteenth-century philosophy,
they hardly do justice to the reasoning that underlies them and to the context in
which they were made. To appreciate Vargas’s thinking it is, therefore, necessary to
follow his arguments in some detail by staying close to the source texts. Such an
approach is also advisable in view of the fact that the present study is the first one to
expound Vargas’s views on the intellective soul, views that were not always shared
by but nevertheless developed in response to his contemporaries. And since Vargas
seldom identifies the authors he responds to, it is all the more important to report as
much of Vargas’s discussions as possible, thus offering (to other scholars) as many
clues as possible for an evaluation of Vargas’s place in the history of thought. Vargas is
an author whomay help us to add some interesting details to the map of a relatively
unfamiliar period in the history of philosophy.
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2. Alphonsus Vargas and His Writings1
Little is known about Vargas’s life.2 In particular, we do not have any conclusive
evidence concerning his date of birth, his entrance into the Order of the Augustinian
Hermits, and his first philosophical and theological studies. It is also not clear when
precisely he was sent to Paris to study theology and whether or not Thomas of
Strasbourg O.E.S.A., who evidently influenced Vargas, was his teacher there. What we
do knowwith some certainty is that Vargas read the Sentences in Paris in 1344–1345.
He probably earned the degree of Master of Theology shortly afterwards, given the
fact that he is mentioned as a sacrae paginae professor in a letter by Pope Clement VI,
dating from 24 February 1348. In this letter, Vargas is asked to confer the degree of
Master of Theology to a certain Clemens Vitarii O.E.S.A. in the studium of Montpellier.
In a similar letter, dating from 30 June 1350, Vargas is asked the same question with
respect to another student at Montpellier, a certain Bernardus de Manso O.E.S.A.
These two papal letters strongly suggest that, in the late 1340s and the early 1350s,
Vargas held a position of regentMaster of Theology in the studium of the Augustinians
at Montpellier. In 1353 (13 February), he was appointed Bishop of Badajoz, in Spain, by
pope Innocent VI. In 1354 (25 October), he was appointed Bishop of Osma, and in 1361
(18 June), he became the Archbishop of Seville. He died in Seville on 27 December 1366.
Alphonsus Vargas’s main writings consist of a commentary on the first Book
of Peter Lombard’s Sentences3 and a set of questions on Aristotle’s De anima.4 The
QDA is composed of 12 main questions (quaestiones principales). Eachmain question
consists of three articles, which are in fact self-contained sub-questions, although the
first two articles are meant to be preparatory to the third one, which actually deals
with the topic of the main question (quod quaerit quaestio principalis). The format of
each main question is explicitly dialectical: it opens with just one argument quod
non, and one quod sic; each argument then gives rise to one sub-question; the third
article finally resolves the main question in a kind of synthesis. There are three
main questions for Book I of Aristotle’sDe anima (actually dealing with the so-called
Prologue [i.e., chapter 1] only), six for Book II, and three for Book III. All in all, there
1 Most of this section has been taken from Bakker and van den Bercken (2011).
2 The following data have been collected from the biographical notes in Kürzinger (1930), pp. 1–9;
Glorieux (1950) pp. 2534–2535; and Zumkeller (1997), col. 1120–1122.
3 Manuscripts and editions of the commentary on the Sentences are listed byKürzinger (1930), pp. 18–22;
by Trapp (1956), esp. 216–220; and by Zumkeller (1966), p. 53 n. 89.
4 Manuscripts and early editions of the commentary onDe anima are listed in Lohr (1967), esp. p. 357.
See also Lohr (2013), pp. 192–193.
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are at least 36 (sub)questions; a fewmore, if we take into account the fact that each
of the three articles of the fourth question on book II is further divided into two
separate subquestions. To refer to a particular (sub)question (or article), I will use a
three-digit code, indicating respectively the book, themain question and the article
or subquestion. For example, 2.4.3 refers to the third article of the fourth question on
De anima book II:Utrum potentiae animae distinguantur inter se realiter.
The QDA have been preserved in one manuscript written in Bologna in 1475
(Cremona, Biblioteca Statale, Ms. 113 [Nl-12193], henceforth ms C), and in several
printed editions. Two questions of the QDA, namely 1.3 and 2.4 (edited from all
witnesses in the last chapter), are contained in a manuscript that was kept at the
Augustinian Historical Institute, New York (no shelf-mark, henceforthms N), but by
2006 had gonemissing; fortunately, a photocopy and a provisional transcription of it
is still available in the Augustinus-Institut at Würzburg.5 There are also two printed
editions: Florence 1477 (henceforth ed. f) and Venice 1566 (henceforth ed. v). The latter
edition is virtually identical to the former, with minor errors and typos corrected,
and it has page numbers, so it can conveniently be used for referencing purposes.6
Details concerning thesematerials are to be found in Bakker and Van den Bercken
(2011), which provides a list of questions along with Vargas’s conclusiones and a list of
sources used by Vargas, both in theQDA and in the Sentences commentary. However,
as already noted, many sources remain as yet unidentified, at least in theQDA, where
Vargas often presents an opinion merely as of ‘some doctor’ or ‘some doctors’. In such
cases ms C and the Venice edition sometimes give one or more names and references,
but then again the latter often turn out to be inaccurate or irrelevant.
The QDA were completed before the Sentences commentary, as shown by the
following remark in one of its questions:Dico quod inter imaginem creatam et increatam
est maior dissimilitudo quam similitudo, ut videbitur, deo dante, in tertia distinctione primi
Sententiarum.7 Several topics that were discussed in theQDA are also taken up in the
Sentences commentary. As some of these topics happen to be the subject matter of
the present study, it makes sense to consider Vargas’s treatment in the later work as
well. There is as yet no critical edition of Vargas’s Sentences commentary. I will use
5 Itwasmade byAdolar Zumkeller andkindlymade available tomebyChristofMüller of theZentrum
für Augustinus-Forschung an der Universität Würzburg.
6 A digital copy of this edition is available at the Digitale Bibliothek of the Münchener Digital-
isierungsZentrum of the Bayerische StaatsBibliotheek. Permalink: http://www.mdz-nbn-resolving
.de/urn/resolver.pl?urn=urn:nbn:de:bvb:12-bsb10139953-7.
7 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3 (ed. v, p. 36b).
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Thomas de Spilimbergo’s edition Alfonsi VargasToletani,Ordinis EremitarumS. Augustini,
In primum Sententiarum, printed by Paganini in Venice (1490) and reprinted by The
Meriden Gravure Company (New York, 1952), as volume 2 of the American Series of
Cassiciacum– Studies in St. Augustine and the AugustinianOrder.8TheVenice edition
is available on the internet, but it lacks a convenient numbering of the folios; the
reprint has column and line numbers by means of which cited texts can easily be
located; it will be referred to as follows (for example): SENT 1.3.1 (col. 2864) = Sentences
Book 1, distinction 3, article 1, at column 286, line 4.
Alphonsus Vargas’sQDA is an interestingwork, if only because it is different from
commentaries on Aristotle’sDe Animawritten by arts masters like Radulphus Brito,
John of Jandun and John Buridan. The latter are mainly concerned with problems
of an exclusively ‘psychological’ nature as addressed in and occasioned by the works
of Aristotle and his Commentator Averroes on the nature and function of the soul.
Vargas shares these concerns, of course, but he does not content himself with the
boundaries of the conventional Aristotelian science of the soul. His QDA include
extensive discussions of several metaphysical or epistemological and even outright
theological problems. Examples of the latter are: the form of Christ’s body (QDA 2.1.2)
and the nature of the beatific vision (QDA. 3.3.2); of the former: the reality of specific
unity, the univocity of being and the status of universals (QDA 1.3), the conceptual
distinction (QDA 2.4.1), and the formal distinction (QDA 3.3.1). As the labels of these
philosophical topics suggest, Vargas is especially concerned with some core ideas of
John Duns Scotus and authors considered to be ‘Scotists’, with whom he generally
does not agree.
ANote on Scholarship Concerning Vargas
Most of the scant secondary literature is concerned with Vargas as a theologian,
his position in the Augustinian tradition and his Sentences commentary. For the
sake of completeness I list here in chronological order some studies that may be
relevant for the present study. Kürzinger’s study9 remains the starting point for
all research, even though much of its historical information has been superseded
by more recent work. It offers a brief overview of the contents of theQDA and the
SENT, along with a discussion of Vargas’s conception of the science of theology. A
8 I am very grateful toMrs Ingrid vanNeer-Bruggink, librarian of the Augustijns Instituut at Utrecht,
for providingme with a copy of the reprint edition.
9 Kürzinger (1930).
6 chapter 1
concise description of Vargas’s position on various philosophical issues is found in
Carreras and Carreras.10 Interest in Vargas’s ideas increased considerably in themiddle
of the previous century, with the work of Damasus Trapp and Adolar Zumkeller, who
unearthed muchmaterial relevant to fourteenth century Augustinianism.11 Their
efforts contributed to amore complete picture of Vargas’s theological thought, such
as that provided by Baumgartner’s unpublished thesis, which has chapters on the
historical setting of Alphonsus Vargas, the task of determining a fourteenth-century
theologian’s school, Vargas’s epistemology, and his doctrines of divine foreknowledge,
predestination and reprobation.12 More recently Eric Saak devoted a chapter to the
place of Vargas’s views on cognition, fruition and predestination in the reception of
Augustine in the later Middle Ages.13 Finally, mention must be made of the extensive
study by Friedman, which contains a section on Vargas’s trinitarian doctrine.14
These works almost exclusively deal with Vargas’s Sentences commentary. The
only studies explicitly treating psychological topics are Spruit (1994) and Steneck
(1970). In an extensive historical overview of the role of intelligible species in process
of cognition, Spruit offers a summary of Vargas’s noetics.15 As for Steneck: in his
unpublished dissertation he discussesQDA 2.6.3,Utrum sensus sit susceptivus specierum
sine materia, which actually deals with the issue of the internal senses and their
location.16 This question is mainly concerned with sense perception; it will, therefore,
not be treated in the present study, which is about the powers of the ‘intellective
soul’. Nevertheless, I just want to cite Vargas’s conclusion of the question (which is
an adaption of the view of Giles of Rome):
To my mind, however, these powers [the internal senses] must be ordered
differently, in such a way that two of them are located in the first ventricle,
namely the common sense and the imagination, the cogitative or estimative
power andmemory in the second, and in the third the power of motion. […]
Now, returning to what we were talking about, it seems that we must say the
following. Although it is common to every sense that it can receive species
without matter, one sense receives in a more spiritual way than another,
10 Carrereras y Artau T. and J. Carreras y Artau (1943), on Vargas: pp. 489–491.
11 See e.g. Trapp (1956), pp. 146–274; Zumkeller (1964), esp. pp. 224–225.
12 Baumgartner (1969).
13 Saak (1997), on Vargas: pp. 367–404, esp. 384–397.
14 Friedman (2013), on Vargas: pp. 882–886.
15 Spruit (1994), on Vargas: pp. 314–318.
16 Steneck (1970), on Vargas: pp. 206–227.
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according towhether it ismore or less superior than the other. Hencememory
receivesmore spiritually than the estimative power; and the estimative power
more than phantasy; and phantasy more than the common sense; and the
common sense more than the exterior senses.17
To conclude this brief overview: much of Vargas’s theological thought has been the
subject matter of various studies, but his ideas about the intellective soul and its
powers are unexplored territory. The present study is intended to fill this gap.
3. Core Problems in theMedieval Science of the Soul
As said above, the relation between the powers of the soul among themselves, in
particular Vargas’s views on the matter as expressed inQDA 2.4, is the central theme
of this study. It is, however, but one of themany topics about the nature and function
of the soul that occupiedmedieval thinkers. A quick glance at the table of contents
of the many treatises on the soul will reveal a cluster of closely related issues, such
as: How is the soul the substantial form of the animal and the human body and its
parts? Do created beings have only one substantial form, or two, or evenmore? Are the
vegetativum, sensitivum and intellectivum distinct souls or are they powers of one single
soul? The answers to these questions varied, but medieval thinkers in general shared
some common notions of the soul, namely that, with Aristotle, a soul is a substantial
form, the actuality that makes things living beings, and, with Augustine, that the
human soul is separable and immortal. Therefore this section gives an overview of the
more important issues that turn up in almost every fundamental dispute concerning
the structure and function of man’s intellective soul.18
17 Vargas,QDA 2.6.3: Videtur tamenmihi virtutes has esse aliter ordinandas. Ut in primo ventriculo
ponantur duae, scilicet sensus communis et imaginatio vel phantasia; in secundo vero cogitativa vel
aestimativa et memoria; in tertio autem virtus motiva […] Redeundo ergo unde sermo prius fuerat
egressus, videtur esse dicendum quod quamvis sit commune omni sensui quod sit susceptivus
specierum sine materia, unus tamen spiritualiori modo recipit quam alius, secundum quod
sunt minus vel magis superiores. Unde memoria magis spiritualiter recipit quam aestimativa,
et aestimativa quam phantasia, et phantasia quam sensus communis, et sensus communis quam
sensus exteriores (ed. v, p. 65b).
18 This overview is necessarily sketchy. More detailed analyses are found in: Biard (2008); Bakker
(forthcoming); De Boer (2013), esp. pp. 209–299; Duba (2012), esp. pp. 171–249 and 250–272; Perler (2015).
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TheNotion of ‘Soul’
The medieval notion of ‘soul’ is basically the one that Aristotle presented in his
treatiseOn the Soul: soul is the principle that makes living beings function as living
beings. For all living things, ranging from plants and animals to humans, soul is
what makes them grow, sense, think and move, or in general to realize their vital
powers. Aristotle explains this idea by means of the fundamental notions of ‘act’ and
‘potentiality’ (or: ‘potency’), and of ‘matter’ and ‘form’. By itself a body is not yet a fully
functioning living being; it has life only in potentiality, but it becomes a living being
in act through the presence of soul. This view on the soul is a special case of Aristotle’s
general theory of the metaphysical structure of material substances: everything that
exists is composed ofmatter and form. The intuition behind this theory is provided by
artifacts, for example a statue or an axe. Such things consist of matter having a certain
structure or form underlying their function. An axe is something to cut things with
and it can function as such because its matter is organized or structured or formed in
the right way. By itself matter is only potentially an axe; it needs a form to become an
actual axe. Generally, the kind of form thatmakes a thing to be an entity that can exist
and function on its own, is called its ‘substantial form’. Accordingly, the soul is called
the substantial form of the body, it structures organic matter in such a way that the
body can actualize itself, can realize its powers and perform its vital operations.
This picture applies to all kinds of living things, which according to themedievals
come in four degrees or modes: vegetative beings, sensitive beings, locomotive beings
and intelligent beings. Each degree of living things has its own combination of
powers, of which there are five, according to Aristotle: vegetative powers, sensitive
powers, intellective powers, appetitive powers and locomotive powers. These powers
are provided by three types of soul: a vegetative soul in the case of plants, a sensitive
soul in the case of animals and an intellective soul in the case of men. The reasoning
leading to this peculiar scheme of four modes of living, five powers and three
souls need not concern us here.19 We can focus on the situation in humans, who
obviously performawide variety of operations, such as digestion, growth, procreation,
movement, sense perception, imagination, higher order cognition and volition. Some
of these functions man has in common with animals (sensation, locomotion) or
even plants (nutrition), other functions are supposed to be unique to man (thinking
and willing). Now the question arises whether this variety of functions inman can
19 Aside: In S.Th. 1.78.1 Aquinas provides a rationale for the whole picture.
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be explained by just one single soul or whether we must assume several souls. In
addition, the relation between the soul and its powers in general has to be explained,
as well as the relation between the powers themselves. I will now briefly sketch the
main positions with respect to these issues as prevailing at the beginning of the
fourteenth century.
One orMore Souls inMan?
Concerning the number of souls that have to be assumed in order to explainman’s
functioning there are in general two positions.20 First there is the unitarian position,
developed by Thomas Aquinas and generally held bymost of his followers, not just
Dominicans, but also other scholastics, including Alphonsus Vargas. According to
Thomas21 every ‘substance’ (that is: everything that can exist on its own) gets its being
and its unity from just one form, its ‘substantial form’. The substantial form of man
is his rational soul. In combination with the body the rational soul has the power to
perform all the functions observed in other forms of life, such as the vegetative and
sensitive functions seen in plants and animals. Yet man does not have several souls;
there can only be one soul or substantial form inman, for otherwise, if there were
more souls or forms, man would not be ‘one being’, that is, one and the same being
that eats, feels, thinks and loves. Man is an essential unity of matter and form, but
for Aquinas the relevant matter is ‘primematter’, which is not something by itself,
but which is ‘pure potentiality’, a metaphysical principle that only becomes an actual
entity by being ‘informed’ by a substantial form. The observed matter of man, his
body, with all of its accidental characteristics like size, shape and colour, arises when
prime matter is organized or structured (‘informed’ is the scholastic term) by the
single substantial form that is the rational soul.
The unitarian view of the rational soul as the substantial form of man was
contested bymany theologians, in particular Franciscans, notably John Duns Scotus
andWilliam (of) Ockham. They argued for a pluralist position, in part because the
single-soul theory cannot account for the phenomena involved in animal death. If it
20 For a brief introduction see Chaper 46, Form andMatter, by Pasnau, in Pasnau (2010, pp. 635–646,
esp. 644–646). For a detailed discussion of the views of Thomas Aquinas, Henry of Ghent and John
Duns Scotus, see Cross (1998), esp. Chapter 4: The Plurality of Forms; andWard (2012). On Ockham see
McCord Adams (1987), esp. Chapter 15: TheMetaphysical Structure of Composite Substances. Also Perler
(2010).
21 For example in S.Th. 1.76. Fore a detailed discussion of Thomas’s views see Wippel (2000), especially
the section on Substantial Form and its Unicity, pp. 327–350; also Bazan (2011) and Bazan (2016).
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is true that an animal has only one substantial form, which, according to everyone is
taken away by death, what is it then what remains? A dead body, obviously. On the
unitarian account a living body and a corpse must be numerically distinct bodies.
But a corpse still has, for some time at least, the same accidental characteristics as a
living body, such as size and shape, including, for example, also scars. According to
the pluralist view this can only be explained by assuming a ‘form of corporeity’, i.e. a
distinct substantial form of the body. In addition to the rational soul which ensures
a well functioning living body, there has to be a form that gives primematter all of
its observed material accidental characteristics. For the pluralists prime matter is
not just a metaphysical principle; rather it is some sort of ‘real stuff ’ which by being
‘informed’ can become a substance, analogous to, for example, bronze, which can be
shaped into different substances, such as a sword or a statue.
The Soul and Its Powers
The soul has the potentiality or power22 to execute the many functions associated
with living beings. Now the question arises what the ontological status of the soul’s
powers is and how they are related to the soul itself as a substantial form. In the third
quarter of the thirteenth century we can distinguish three positions concerning the
relation between the soul and its powers: identity, distinction, and an intermediate
position.23 These three positions are the outcome of a long tradition of debating the
issue. According to the identity thesis the powers of the soul are strictly identical
with the essence of the soul. They are called different only because of the fact that
the soul becomes engaged in and related to different activities. This view was by
their adherents believed to be held by Augustine. He discusses extensively how the
three powers, memory, intellect and will, do not represent three minds, but only
one.24 The view found its most explicit formulation in the Liber de Spiritu et Anima, an
anonymous compendiumwritten around 1170 and frequently cited in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries.25 The identity thesis was (in some form) held by Henry
of Ghent and John Duns Scotus. The opposite view holds that there is a distinction
22 ‘Potentia’ is an ambiguous term. See Aristotle’sMetaphysics 9.1 for the senses of potentia (dunamis).
Basically, it can refer to a potential, as yet unrealized state of being, or to a principle of acting, a
power or faculty.
23 See Künzle (1956).
24 For example: Augustine,DeTrin. 10, 11(18):Haec igitur tria:memoria, intelligentia, voluntas, quoniam
non sunt tres vitae, sed una vita, nec tres mentes, sed unamens.
25 Carmel (1948); Gaetano Raciti (1961).
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between the soul and its powers. This view was also thought to be supported by
Augustine, whose declarations on thematter are in fact ambiguous and do not permit
a definitive conclusion.26 Anyhow, Thomas Aquinas was the first to systematically
elaborate the distinction thesis, on the basis of general metaphysical, theological
and anthropological principles. Aquinas argued that the essence of the soul cannot
be identical with its powers; the latter must be distinct from the substance of the
soul itself. Vargas too holds that the powers of the soul are distinct from the the
soul’s essence. Intermediate positions were elaborated in particular by Franciscan
theologians of the thirteenth.
The identity thesis asserts that the powers of the soul are identical with the
essence of the soul and by implication also between themselves. Yet it is a matter of
common experience that we can distinguish between various functions of the soul, a
fact that proponents of the identity thesis have to accommodate. Accordingly, Henry
of Ghent holds that the powers are really identical but distinct by becoming engaged
in and related to different activities. Scotus rejects this solution on the grounds that
the powers exist before becoming active and so cannot be distinguished in terms of
relations to acts. In his view the powers of the soul are really identical, yet ‘formally
distinct’, as they subserve operations that at least can be defined independently from
each other. There were, however, many scholars who did not accept the idea of a
formal distinction. Vargas was one of them. InQDA 2.4 he elaborated an alternative
to the formal distinction in order to describe the distinction between the powers of
the intellective soul. In Chapter Four we will consider these issues in more detail.
The Intellective Soul and the Agent Intellect
The medieval picture of the intellective soul is a mixture of Augustinian and
Aristotelian elements. For Augustine the canonical powers of the intellective soul
arememory, intellect and will. They figure prominently in his workOn the Trinity,
where he treats the humanmind as an image of the divine Trinity, which according to
Catholic faith, is ‘one God in three Persons’. Augustine discusses extensively how the
three powers, memory, intellect and will, do not represent three minds, but only one,
and as such offer amodel of the Trinity. But Augustine was not the only source for the
medieval conception of the intellective soul. Another highly significant influence was
the Aristotelian model of the agent and the possible intellect. According to Aristotle,
26 See Künzle (1956), pp. 24–29.
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the intellective soul has the power to receive acts of intellection; the relevant power is
usually called the ‘possible intellect’: it can think of everything, or as Aristotle has it,
it has the potentiality or possibility to ‘become everything’. Yet the intellective soul
cannot bemerely a passive faculty; itmust have an active component too (later dubbed
‘the agent intellect’), which ‘makes everything’ actually intelligible and delivers acts
of intellection to the possible intellect.27 When Aristotle’s metaphysical views arrived
at the faculties of Arts and of Theology, the intellective soul and its powers became
the subject of extensive philosophical and theological disputes,28 and even at Vargas’s
time therewas no consensus concerning fundamental questions such as:What exactly
are the powers of the soul, what role do they play inmakingman the image of God,
what is the place of the agent intellect, and how should we account for the activity of
the soul in the process of cognition? Vargas’s views on these questionswill be explored
in Chapter Five of the present study.
The Process of Cognition and the Causes of Intellection
The Aristotelian model of the intellective soul differs from the Augustinianmodel
with respect to the causation of acts of understanding or intellections. Roughly,
according to Aristotle the intellect is primarily a passive power, reacting to external
stimuli, whereas according to Augustine the intellect is actively involved in producing
acts of intellection. I say ‘roughly’ because neither viewwas fully worked out by its
protagonist, giving rise to various accounts of the process of intellection as well as
attempts to combine theminto a single framework.Nevertheless, the followingpoints
were relatively uncontested. Cognition starts with sense perception of thematerial
world: an object produces representations in the external senses (species sensibiles),
which in turn produce a sense image (phantasma) in the inner sense of imagination (or
sense memory). Cognition ends when the intellect actually thinks of a concept of the
object (the actual thought is often called the species expressa, or verbum, the (mental)
word). A phantasm represents an object as something concrete, singular, and vested
with all its material conditions. Concepts, on the other hand, are abstract, general
(or universal), and immaterial (since they reside in the intellect, which was assumed
to be immaterial). What happens in between is the subject of various theories and
27 Cf. Aristotle,On the Soul, 3.5 (430a10–17).
28 For an overview of ‘the science of the soul’, especially of the Aristotelian tradition in the Parisian
arts faculty at the time, see De Boer (2013). Also: Biard (2008).
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much controversy. One question was: are phantasms and expressed species sufficient
to account for the process of cognition, or must we assume additional (intermediate)
entities, notably the so-called ‘intelligible species’, an abstract representation of the
object?29 Vargas agrees with other many other scholastics in answering this question
affirmatively. Another fundamental question was, which factor effectively causes
the act of intellection: the object (as represented in the phantasm or the intelligible
species) or the intellect itself (the agent and/or the possible intellect)? On this issue
Vargas has much to say, as we will see in Chapter Six.
4. Overview
Chapter Two offers a general survey of the main positions concerning the relation
between the soul and its powers thatwereprevalent at thebeginningof the fourteenth
century. Two authors are discussed in some detail: Thomas Aquinas, who holds that
the soul and its powers are distinct, and John Duns Scotus, who argues that the soul
and its powers are really identical but formally distinct. For Vargas, Scotus’s notion of
a ‘formal distinction’ is completely without reason (irrationalis omnino). Accordingly,
Chapter Three presents Vargas’s criticism of the formal distinction and of the way
one of Scotus’s followers, Gerald of Odo, made up a world of ‘formalities’ consisting
of reified formally distinct items. In the first part of QDA 2.4 Vargas develops an
alternative to the formal distinction: a special kind of the conceptual distinction,
which he borrowed for a large part from his confrère James of Pamiers.
As noted, the main topic of the present study is what Vargas has to say about
the nature and function of the powers of the intellective soul. In Chapter Four we
address first Vargas’s view on the way the powers are related to the soul itself, in
particular his criticism of the identity theory, his arguments for the distinction view
and the way the latter applies in the case of the powers of the soul. As an Augustinian,
Vargas is committed to Augustine’s conception of the intellective soul as comprising
the powers of memory, intellect and will. But the medieval picture of the soul is
not complete without accommodating the Aristotelian notion of an agent intellect.
Accordingly, Chapter Five describes Vargas’s somewhat idiosyncratic ideas about the
nature and function of the agent intellect.
29 See Spruit (1994–1995) for the history of the pertinent discussion. On Vargas, see vol. 1 pp. 313–317.
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Vargas’s structural picture of the intellective soul in terms of its powers can be
completed by his view on the way the intellective soul functions in its fundamental
cognitive operation, namely acts of intellection. Vargas extensively discusses various
opinions concerning the causes of intellection, both in the QDA and in the SENT
before giving his own view. He denies any role of the object (and its representative,
the intelligible species) and the possible intellect, and holds that the agent intellect is
the sole cause of acts of intellection. Chapter Six is devoted to Vargas’s views on the
causes of intellection. In theQDA Vargas’s discussion of other opinions is very general
and lacks specific references. In the SENT, however, Vargas is very specific as to the
target of his criticism, namely the view of Scotus and his followers that intellection is
caused by both object and intellect as two partial causes making up one integral total
cause. I will discuss in detail Scotus’s co-causation theory and Vargas’s refutation of
it, and then expound Vargas’s own thesis that the agent intellect is the only cause of
intellection.
A summary of themain elements of Vargas’s thoughts on the intellective soul,
together with some evaluative comments is offered in Chapter Seven. The study
concludes with the critical edition of QDA 2.4.
In a way the present study can be seen as a ‘Guided Tour’ of certain parts of the
QDA (and of corresponding parts of the SENT as well). The following table indicates
which question of theQDA is discussed in which chapter and section of this study.
table 1 Questions of Vargas’sQDA discussed in this study
Quaestio Chapter
& Section
2.3.1 Utrum forma substantialis possit esse immediatum
principium suae operationis
4.1
2.3.3 Utrum anima intellectiva realiter distinguatur a suis
potentiis, vel an tales potentiae fundentur in ipsa per
identitatem realem
4.1
2.4.1.1 Utrum inter extrema realia, quorum utrumque est res,
possit esse distinctio rationis
3.3
2.4.1.2 Utrum distinctio rationis in quacumque re arguat
necessario distinctionem aliquam vel non-identitatem
praevia omni actu intellectus in ipsa re
3.3
2.4.2.1 Utrum actus distinguantur per obiecta 4.2
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2.4.2.2 Utrum potentiae distinguantur per actus 4.2
2.4.3.1 Utrum intellectus et memoria sint potentiae realiter
distinctae
4.3
2.4.3.2 Utrum intellectus et voluntas sunt potentiae duae realiter
distincta
4.4
2.5.2 Utrum subiectum habeat aliquam causam effectivam supra
suas proprias passiones
4.1
2.5.3 Utrum potentiae animae originentur ab ipsa anima 4.1
3.2.1 Utrum intellectus agens sit aliquid animae nostrae 5
3.2.2 Utrum intellectus agens sit aliqua potentia quae immediate
fundatur in essentia animae, distincta realiter ab intellectu
possibili
5
3.2.3 Utrum intellectus agens sit totalis causa effectiva actus
intelligendi
6
3.3.1 Utrum unum et idem sub eadem ratione formali sit
obiectum intellectus et voluntatis
3.2
As noted above, Vargas often does not mention which of his predecessors and
contemporaries he is targeting in his discussions. Some of his interlocutors can
be easily identified, others can be guessed on the basis of background knowledge
about specific problem areas. In the following chapters many authors will appear
who shaped the intellectual universe Vargas inhabits. For bio- and bibliographical
information on them specialized secondary sources may be consulted.30
30 E.g. Gracia and Noone (2003), Pasnau (2010), Lagerlund (2011) and Cross (2014b).

chapter 2
Opinions Concerning the Powers
of the Soul at around 1300
As noted in Chapter One, three general positions concerning the relation between
the soul and its powers were prevalent at the end of the thirteenth century: ‘identity’,
‘distinction’, and an intermediate position.1 They are succinctly listed by Giles of
Rome (ca. 1245–1316):2 the powers are either identical with the substance of the soul, or
distinct from it as accidents, or something between substance and accidents.3 These
three positions are the outcome of a long tradition of debating the issue. According to
the identity thesis, the powers of the soul are strictly identical with the essence of the
soul. They are calleddifferent only because of the fact that the soul becomes engaged in
and related to different activities. This view found itsmost explicit formulation in the
Liber de spiritu et anima, frequently cited in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.4
The following passage is typical:
The soul is an intellectual spirit, rational, always alive, always in motion,
capable of good and bad decisions. According to the benevolence of the Creator
and according to its functions it is given different names: it is called life force
(anima) when it vegetates, spirit when it contemplates, sense when it senses,
soul (animus) when it apprehends,mindwhen it thinks, reasonwhen it judges,
memory when it remembers, will when it assents. Yet all these things are not
different in substance as they are in name. For one soul is all these things:
diverse properties indeed, but one essence.5
1 See Künzle (1956).
2 Giles of Rome (Aegidius Romanus) was an Augustinian theologian; lectured on the Sentences before
1271; General Prior of his order in 1292 and archbishop of Bourges in 1295; died in 1316. For Vargas
he is ‘doctor noster’, as his his teachings were considered to represent the official doctrines of the
Augustinians, especially in the first half of the fourteenth century.
3 Giles of Rome, Sent. I, 3, p. 2, q. 3, a. 2,Utrum anima sit suae potentiae: Sunt enim tres positiones circa
hoc. Quidam enim dicunt quod huiusmodi potentiae sunt ipsa substantia animae; quidam quod
sunt accidentia; quidam quod sunt medium inter substantiam et accidens (1699, f. 94).
4 See Carmel (1948); Raciti (1961).
5 Liber de spiritu et anima: Anima est spiritus intellectualis, rationalis, semper vivens, semper in
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A formof the identity positionwas defended byHenry of Ghent and Vital du Four.
The opposite view holds that there is a distinction between the soul and its powers.
Thomas Aquinas was the first to systematically elaborate it on the basis of general
metaphysical, theological and anthropological principles. In his view the powers
differ from the soul, which is a substantial form, as accidents, or perhaps as essential
attributes or properties. The view that powers are accidentswas strongly opposed to by
Franciscan theologians, who attempted to hold an intermediate position, combining
identity and distinction. The essentials of these positions will be sketched in the
present chapter: distinction, as defended by Thomas and his followers (section 1), the
middle position of the Franciscans (section 2), and the identity position as elaborated
by Henry of Ghent and Vital du Four (section 3). In his works, John Duns Scotus can
be seen to hold two positions: one, a form of the identity position, and one, a mixed
position. These positions will be examinedmore extensively (section 4), since they
offer the opportunity to introduce several topics that will return when Vargas’s views
will be discussed, in particular the formal distinction.
1. Thomas Aquinas: (Real?) Distinction
Thomas’s view on the ontological status of the powers of the soul derives from
general metaphysical and also theological, principles, as well as from the nature
of the human soul itself.6 Among the his general metaphysical principles is God’s
absolute simplicity. Only in God is there absolutely no distinction between operative
powers and essence. This immediately implies that in created substances, like angels
and the soul, a power and its activity cannot be really identical with the essence of
the substance.7 It is also axiomatic for Thomas that potency and act pertain to the
motu, bonae malaeque voluntatis capax. Secundum benignitatem Creatoris atque secundum
sui operis officium variis nuncupatur nominibus. Dicitur namque anima, dum vegetat; spiritus,
dum contemplatur; sensus, dum sentit; animus, dum sapit; dum intelligit, mens; dum discernit,
ratio; dum recordatur, memoria; dum consentit, voluntas. Ista tamen non differunt in substantia
quemadmodum in nominibus; quoniam omnia ista una anima est: proprietates quidem diversae,
sed essentia una (PL 40, cols. 788–789). Discussed in Künzle (1956), pp. 66–72.
6 My presentation of Thomas’s views is brief, as they are exensively covered in several excellent studies:
Künzle (1956), in particular Part Two;Wippel (2000), in particular Chapter 8.4:TheRelationship between
the Soul and its Powers; Pasnau (2002), in particular section 5.1: The distinction between the soul and its
capacities.
7 Aquinas, S. Th. 1.54.1 in corp.: … impossibile est quod actio Angeli, vel cuiuscumque alterius creaturae,
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same entity. According to the Aristotelian system of ontological categories every finite
or created beingmust be either a substance or an accident. Therefore, given that an
operation or an act is an accident, as are the soul’s operations, then the corresponding
power must be an accident too. The only case where both potency and act can be said
to be in the category of substance is God, where power and substance or essence are
identical.8
A consideration of the soul’s nature and function also offers support for the thesis
that the soul’s powers must be distinct from its essence. The soul, as principle of life,
is always in act. So if its essence were the immediate principle of its operations, then it
would permanently be engaged in acts of thinking and willing. As experience shows,
this is not the case. In Thomas’s view, this fact can only be explained by assuming
that the soul causes mental acts by means of powers that are not identical with its
essence.9
As noted earlier, the question concerning the relation between the soul and its
powers is logically independent from the one concerning the relation between the
powers themselves. Nevertheless, Thomas’s opinion on the latter issue has a direct
bearing on the former. According to Thomas the powers of the soul are (really) distinct
from each other; thismeans that theymust be distinct from the soul’s essence as well.
The variety of powers of the soul, reflecting a variety of acts, can only be accounted for
by assuming a distinction between the powers and the essence of the soul; otherwise
sit eius substantia. Actio enim est proprie actualitas virtutis; sicut esse est actualitas substantiae
vel essentiae. Impossibile est autem quod aliquid quod non est purus actus, sed aliquid habet de
potentia admixtum, sit sua actualitas, quia actualitas potentialitati repugnat. Solus autemDeus
est actus purus. Unde in solo Deo sua substantia est suum esse et suum agere. AlsoDe Spiritualibus
Creaturis 11.
8 Aquinas, S. Th. 1.77.1 in corp.: … impossibile est dicere quod essentia animae sit eius potentia; licet hoc
quidam posuerint. Et hoc dupliciter ostenditur, quantum ad praesens. Primo quia, cum potentia et
actus dividant ens et quodlibet genus entis, oportet quod ad idem genus referatur potentia et actus.
Et ideo, si actus non est in genere substantiae, potentia quae dicitur ad illum actum, non potest
esse in genere substantiae. Operatio autem animae non est in genere substantiae; sed in solo Deo,
cuius operatio est eius substantia. Unde Dei potentia, quae est operationis principium, est ipsa Dei
essentia. Quod non potest esse verum neque in anima, neque in aliqua creatura; ut supra etiam de
Angelo dictum est.
9 Aquinas, S. Th. 1.77.1 in corp.: … anima secundum suam essentiam est actus. Si ergo ipsa essentia
animae esset immediatum operationis principium, semper habens animam actu haberet opera
vitae; sicut semper habens animamactu est vivum. […] Invenitur autemhabens animamnon semper
esse in actu operum vitae. Unde etiam in definitione animae dicitur quod est actus corporis potentia
vitam habentis, quae tamen potentia non abiicit animam. Relinquitur ergo quod essentia animae
non est eius potentia. Nihil enim est in potentia secundum actum, inquantum est actus.
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the latter would loose its unity.10 Similarly, the diversity of powers itself is a reason
for positing a real distinction between them: some powers are involved in corporeal
activities like nutrition, others operate together with sense organs, and finally there
are powers that function independently of the body: the spiritual powers, intellect
and will, which are directed at different objects (the true and the good, respectively);
if all these powers were identical with the essence of the soul, they would be identical
between themselves too, since two things that are identical to a third are identical
with each other.11 The powers of the soul manifest a certain order; for example, the
activity of the intellect presupposes that of the senses, and the activity of the will
that of the intellect; therefore the powers must be (really) distinct from each other,
and hence from the soul itself, because an agent can only bemoved by a cause that
is distinct from itself. This argument reflects the generally accepted Aristotelian
principle that self-movement is impossible.
Being necessarily distinct from the substance of the soul, the powers must,
according to the system of the categories, be accidents. More specifically, they belong
to the category of quality, and are of the second type, which comprises the natural
power for doing something easily.12 As accidents, the powers are distinct from the
soul’s essence. The essence of the soul is that it is a substantial formand, as such, canbe
reduced to the category of substance, in contrast to the powers, which are accidents.
Thomas notes, however, that certain doctors (quidam) admit that the powers are
distinct from the soul’s essence but deny that they are accidents, and he considers
this view acceptable, provided that powers be understood as natural properties of the
soul.13 The view can be explained as follows.
Saying that the powers are not accidents is impossible when accidents are consid-
ered in contradistinction to substance. The division in substance and accidents by
10 Aquinas, DSC 11: … essentia una est; in potentiis autem oportet ponere multitudinem propter
diversitatem actuum et obiectorum. Oportet enim potentias secundum actus diversificari, cum
potentia ad actum dicatur.
11 Aquinas,DSC 11: … apparet ex potentiarumdifferentia; quarumquaedam sunt quarumdampartium
corporis actus, ut omnes potentiae sensitivae et nutritivae partis; quaedam vero potentiae non sunt
actus alicuius partis corporis, ut intellectus et voluntas: quod non posset esse, si potentiae animae
non essent aliud quam eius essentia.
12 Aristotle, Categories 8b25. Aristotle distinguishes three kinds of qualities: states and conditions,
natural capacities, and affective qualities or affections. The secondkind comprises natural capabilites
and incapabilities for doing things.
13 Aquinas, DSC, 11 in corp.: Relinquitur ergo quod potentiae animae non sunt ipsa eius essentia.
Quod quidam concedentes dicunt quod nec etiam sunt animae accidens; sed sunt eius proprietates
essentiales seu naturales.
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definition exhausts the realm of beings and does not allow for something in between,
since a substance is ‘what does not exist in a subject’ and an accident is ‘what does exist
in a subject’.14 So, if the powers of the soul are not the same as the essence of the soul
theymust be accidents. So far thematter is clear.15When ‘accident’ is used as referring
to ‘that which is common to the nine categories besides substance’, the powers of the
soul are accidents indeed, distinct from the essence of the soul. But there is another
sense of ‘accident’, namely that held in Aristotle’s Topics and Porphyry’s Isagoge.
To understand what Thomas may have in mind, we must first have a closer
look to the texts he refers to. In the Topics, Aristotle states that a property does not
indicate the essence of a thing but still can be predicated ‘convertibly’ of it. He gives
this example: being able to learn grammar is a property of man, that is: ‘man’ and
‘being able to learn grammar’ are fully coextensive and can be used equally well to
characterize a person; yet the property does not signify the essence of the person.16
In his Isagoge Porphyry elaborates the notion of a ‘predicabile’: something that can be
used to denote a general or univeral characteristic of things. He distinguishes five of
such predicables: substance, genus, species, accident and property. Porphyry explains:
a property (proprium) is what characterizes (i) only one species, (ii) all its members, (iii)
always, as for example ‘the ability to laugh’ characterizes mankind: it belongs to man
innately, ‘as hinnibility does to a horse’. Such characteristics are ‘properties in the
strict sense’, because they are ‘convertible’: ‘if a horse, then hinnibility, if hinnibility
then a horse’.17 Convertibility is an important feature of a property: it marks the
crucial difference between properties and accidents. Porphyry defines the latter as
‘what comes and goes without the destruction of the substrate’. Accidents can be
14 Cf. Aristotle, Categories 1a20.
15 Aquinas, DSC 11: Quae quidem opinio uno modo intellecta, potest sustineri; alio vero modo est
impossibilis. Ad cuius evidentiam considerandum est, quod accidens a philosophis dupliciter
accipitur. Unomodo, secundum quod condividitur substantiae, et continet sub se novem rerum
genera. Sic autem accipiendo accidens, positio est impossibilis. Non enim inter substantiam et
accidens potest esse aliquid medium, cum substantia et accidens dividant ens per affirmationem et
negationem, cum proprium substantiae sit ‘non esse in subiecto’, accidentis vero sit ‘in subiecto
esse’. Unde, si potentiae animae non sunt ipsa essentia animae (et manifestum est quod non sunt
aliae substantiae), sequitur quod sint accidentia in aliquo novem generum contenta. Sunt enim in
secunda specie qualitatis, quae dicitur potentia vel impotentia naturalis. – Also S. Th. 1.77.1 ad 5: Ad
quintum dicendum quod, si accidens accipiatur secundum quod dividitur contra substantiam, sic
nihil potest esse medium inter substantiam et accidens, quia dividuntur secundum affirmationem
et negationem, scilicet secundumesse in subiecto et non esse in subiecto. Et hocmodo, cumpotentia
animae non sit eius essentia, oportet quod sit accidens, et est in secunda specie qualitatis.
16 Cf. Aristotle, Topics 102a18–30.
17 Porphyry, Isagoge, in: Spade (1994), p. 10.
22 chapter 2
‘separable’, for example the state of being asleep, or ‘inseparable’, for example the
color black of a crow or an Ethiopian.18 The difference between a property and an
inseparable accident is precisely that the former is present in only one species and ‘is
predicated reciprocally of what it is a property of ’, whereas the latter can be present
in several things and cannot be convertibly predicated of the things.19
Now, although Aquinas does mention Aristotle and Porphyry, he does not
immediately resort to their notion of property. He stays with the notion of ‘accident’,
noting that ‘in another sense’ (i.e. other than that of the predicamental opposition
between substance and accident) an accident signifies ‘the accidental relationship of
a predication to a subject’, and in this sense is opposed to ‘genus’ and ‘species’ and
different from ‘accident’ in the first sense. Thomas then states: ‘Therefore, an accident
in this sense is something intermediate between substance and accident, that is,
between a substantial predicate and an accidental predicate’ and he adds: ‘and this is a
property.’ Note the order of the steps. Thomas starts with proposing something that
is different from an accident in the first sense, but nevertheless is called an accident
(‘in another sense’), states that it is intermediate between substance and accident
(in the first sense) and finally assigns the label ‘property’ to it. He then explains the
intermediate status of a property, and thereby of the powers of the soul, as follows:
A property is like a substantial predicate inasmuch as it is caused by the
essential principles of a species and consequently a property is demonstrated
as belonging to a subject through a definition that signifies the essence. But
it is like an accidental predicate in this sense that it is neither the essence of a
thing, nor a part of the essence, but something outside the essence itself. […]
So then the powers of the soul are intermediate between the essence of the
soul and an accident, as natural or essential properties, that is, as properties
that are a natural consequence of the essence of the soul.20
18 Porphyry, o.c., p. 11.
19 Porphyry, o.c., p. 19.
20 Aquinas, DSC 11: Alio modo accipitur accidens, secundum quod ponitur ab Aristotele unum de
quatuor praedicamentis in I topicorum, et secundum quod a Porphyrio ponitur unum quinque
universalium. Sic enim accidens non significat id quod commune est novem generibus, sed
habitudinem accidentalem praedicati ad subiectum, vel communis ad ea quae sub communi
continentur. Si enim haec esset eadem acceptio cum prima, cum accidens sic acceptum dividatur
contra genus et speciem, sequeretur quod nihil quod sit in novem generibus posset dici vel genus
vel species; quod patet esse falsum, cum color sit genus albedinis, et numerus binarii. Sic igitur
accipiendo accidens, est aliquid medium inter substantiam et accidens, id est inter substantiale
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The foregoing remarks should make clear that the notion of ‘property’ is a bit
vague,whichmakes the status of properties ambiguous. The second sense of ‘accident’
as ‘the accidental relationship of a predicate to a subject’ does not seem to convey the
full notion of a property as defined by Porphyry. It is difficult to see how Thomas’s
characterization leads to the conclusion that a property is intermediate between the
essence of a thing and its (categorial) accidents. If the powers of intellect and will are
properties of the essence of the intellective soul in the sense of Porphyry, then we
may assert: ‘if (rational) soul, then intellect and will; and if intellect and will, then
(rational) soul’. Or, less tautologically, given that the rational soul is the substantial
form of man: ‘if man, then intellect and will, and conversely’. Thomas certainly
acknowledges the intimate connection between the essence of the soul and the powers
as properties of the latter, witness phrases like essentiam animae naturaliter consequentes.
His assertion that a property is ‘neither the essence of a thing, nor a part of the
essence, but something outside the essence itself ’ is compatible with convertibility, if
we understand the latter not as meaning that A and B are identical, but as meaning
that A and B occur together and are in fact coextensive. In this sense Thomas comes
close to the sort of ‘intermediate position’ that will be elaborated later by Scotus (see
Chapter Three).
Thomas’s suggestion that the powers of the soul can be thought of as properties
(propria), one of the five predicables discussed by Porphyry, has no bearing on his view
that the powers of the soul are, in categorial terms, accidents of and distinct from
praedicatumet accidentale; et hoc est proprium.Quodquidemconvenit cumsubstantiali praedicato,
in quantum causatur ex principiis essentialibus speciei; et ideo per definitionem significantem
essentiam demonstratur proprietas de subiecto. Cum accidentali vero praedicato convenit in
hoc quod nec est essentia rei, nec pars essentiae, sed aliquid praeter ipsam. Differt autem ab
accidentali praedicato, quia accidentale praedicatum non causatur ex principiis essentialibus
speciei, sed accidit individuo sicut proprium speciei; quandoque tamen separabiliter, quandoque
inseparabiliter. Sic igitur potentiae animae sunt medium inter essentiam animae et accidens,
quasi proprietates naturales vel essentiales, idest essentiam animae naturaliter consequentes.
Translation by Fitzpatrick andWellmuth, in Thomas Aquinas (1969), p. 131. Cf. also S. Th. 1.77.1 ad 5:
Si vero accipiatur accidens secundum quod ponitur unum quinque universalium, sic aliquid est
medium inter substantiam et accidens. Quia ad substantiam pertinet quidquid est essentiale rei.
Non autem quidquid est extra essentiam potest sic dici accidens, sed solum id quod non causatur
ex principiis essentialibus speciei. Proprium enim non est de essentia rei, sed essentiam animae
naturaliter consequentes, unde medium est inter essentiam et accidens sic dictum. Et hoc modo
potentiae animae possunt dici mediae inter substantiam et accidens, quasi proprietates animae
naturales.
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the substance of the soul. Yet in the end it appears to be difficult to decide whether
Thomas really advocated a real distinction between the soul and its powers.21
Thomas founded his view of the distinction between the soul and its powers
on a metaphysical framework derived from Aristotelian principles. His view was
eagerly adopted by other authors, e.g., Godfrey of Fontaines, Giles of Rome, and
most Dominicans. It remained essentially unchanged up to the seventeenth century,
and, even if it did not become the dominant view, it did set the agenda for later
discussions. Thomas’s understanding of the soul’s powers in terms of accidents and
propriawas already contested by contemporary theologians, in particular by a number
of Franciscans.
2. Early Franciscan School: Distinction and Identity
The middle position essentially holds that the powers of the soul are entities
intermediate between substance and accidents. It is held by Bonaventure, who nicely
locates it in between the two other positions. He first reports the identity position,
in wording that clearly echoes the Liber de Spiritu et Anima: the powers of the soul are
essentially one; they are distinguishedmerely because the soul engages in different
acts22 (this will become the opinion of Henry of Ghent, as we will see below). Then
he sketches the other extreme, the position of those who, like Aquinas, hold that
the powers of the soul are accidents.23 Finally he gives a slightly more detailed
characterization of the middle position:
21 Modern scholarship is divided on the matter. Wippel (2000): Even though he [Thomas] usually does
not refer to the distinction between the soul and its powers as a real distinction, this is clearly what
he has in mind (p. 288 and note 169). Pasnau (2002): Aquinas, however, never uses that language [i.e.,
‘real distinction’]; he simply says that ‘the souls essence is not its capacity (77.1c)’ (p. 151 and note 5). I
am inclined to agree withWippel, if only because accidents are usually assumed to be really distinct
from their subject.
22 Bonaventure, Sent. 2.24.2.1: Quidam enim dicere voluerunt, quod potentia animae non est aliud
quam ipsa relatio, vel ipsa anima relata ad actum; et hi ponunt, quod omnes animae potentiae sint
unum per essentiam, nec est in eis aliqua differentia nisi solum secundum relationem ad actum
alium et alium (1882–1889, p. 560ab).
23 Bonaventure, ib.: Alii vero dicere voluerunt, quod potentiae animae non tantum dicuntmodum sive
relationem, sed etiamdicunt proprietates inhaerentes ipsi animae, quae sunt de genere accidentium,
utpote in secunda specie qualitatis, videlicet naturalis potentiae et impotentiae. Et isti dicunt, quod
potentiae in anima differunt essentialiter, sicut diversae formae accidentales existunt in eodem
subiecto.
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A third groupmaintains that the powers are not so strongly identical with
the soul itself as to be intrinsic and essential principles of it, but neither so
strongly different as to fall in another category, as accidents. By reduction
they fall into the category of substance. According to them, the powers do not
point absolutely to an essence different from that of the substance of the soul.
The powers are not so essentially different as to be different essences. On the
other hand, since they are not completely identical with the essence of the
soul, they are not completely the same in essence. Holding a kind of middle
position between the twopreceding opinionsmentioned [i.e., real identity and
real distinction] theymaintain that some powers of the soul are so different
from each other that they can in no way be called one power. Yet they do not
admit that they can be diversified simply in terms of essence so as to be called
different essences. They allow them to be essentially different in the category
of potency so as to be called different powers or different instruments of the
same substance.24
Note how in this description the problem of the relation between the soul and its
powers and that of the relation between the powers themselves are intertwined. The
powers are essentially not completely distinct from the soul; at the same time they are
not completely the same as to their essences. Bonaventure’s position reflects that of
Alexander of Hales,25who holds that the powers of the soul are certainly not accidents
of the soul: they are ‘different in terms of essence’ but ‘the agree (conveniunt) in terms
of substance’.26 The soul’s powers are the same as the soul as a substance, which is a
24 Bonaventure, ib.: Tertii sunt, qui dicunt, quod potentiae animae nec adeo sunt idem ipsi animae
sicut sunt eius principia intrinseca et essentialia, nec adeo diversae ut cedant in aliud genus,
sicut accidentia, sed in genere substantiae sunt per reductionem. Et isti dicunt, quod cum
potentiae simpliciter non dicant aliam essentiamquam substantiam animae, quod non sic differunt
essentialiter ipsae potentiae quod sint diversae essentiae. Cum iterum non sint omnino idem cum
animae essentia, dicunt, quod non sunt omnino idem per essentiam; et ideo quasimedium tenentes
inter utramque opinionem dicunt quasdam animae potentias sic differre ad invicem ut nullo modo
dici possint una potentia; nec tamen concedunt eas simpliciter diversificari secundum essentiam ita
ut dicantur diversae essentiae, sed differre essentialiter in genere potentiae ita ut dicantur diversae
potentiae sive diversa instrumenta eiusdem substantiae. – For Bonaventure see P. Piana (1956), esp.
pp. 152–160; Piana also discusses some Franciscan critics of Bonaventure’s opinion.
25 Alexander of Hales (ca. 1185–1245) was a Franciscan theologian who had a profound influence in his
order; Bonaventure was his pupil; he can be regarded as the founder of the so-called early Franciscan
School.
26 Alexander of Hales: Istae ergo tres potentiae [i.e., memoria, intelligentia et voluntas] distinguuntur
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single subsistent entity, but they are distinct as to what makes up their essence or
definition. This way of putting things anticipates the opinion of Scotus, according
to which the powers are identical with the essence of the soul but formally distinct
from it and among themselves.
The middle position is also recognized as such by the Franciscan Peter of John
Olivi (ca. 1248–1298), but he himself endorses a variant of it that can be called the
‘part-whole approach’:
According to a third group, the powers are partly the same as the substance of
the soul and partly different. But this position is elaborated in different ways.
Some people want the powers to be rooted in the substance of the soul. The
powers originate from the substance and follow it while remaining in the
same category as the soul itself. They are the same in substance but different
according to their essence and definition. According to others, the powers are
constituent parts of the soul. They differ from the soul as a part differs from
the whole, and from each other as one part from another or as one hand from
the other.27
Another, somewhat earlier proponent of the part-whole approach is John Pecham
(ca. 1230–1292),28 who explicitly resorts to the notion of a ‘virtual whole’. The notion
of totum virtuale (or totum potestativum, or totum potentiale) originates with Boethius.29
It figures prominently in the evolution of opinions concerning the powers of the
soul, and is invoked in support both of the real distinction and of the real identity of
the powers of the soul.30 A virtual whole is one of the three kinds of whole that are
secundum essentiam sed conveniunt in substantia, quia anima non est completa substantia sine
suis potentiis (1951–1952, I, p. 65). Cf. Künzle (1956), pp. 117–118.
27 Peter of John Olivi, Sent. II, q. 54 An potentiae animae vel angeli sint totaliter eaedem cum substantia eorum
et ad se invicem, aut totaliter diversae, aut partim eaedem aut partim diversae: Tertii vero dixerunt quod
potentiae animae partim sunt eaedem cum substantia animae, partim diversae […] Verumtamen
isti dividuntur in duas vias. Quidam enim volunt substantiam animae radicem esse ipsarum
potentiarum, ita quod potentiae ab ea oriantur et eam sequuntur, hoc tamen modo quod non
transeant in aliud genus, et ita quod sint idem in substantia, diversae autem secundum essentiam
et definitionem. Alii volunt quod potentiae sint partes animae constitutivae et quod ita differunt
ab anima sicut pars a suo toto, a seipsis vero sicut pars a parte vel ut manus a manu (1924, p. 253).
28 John Pecham, Sent. 1.32 (1918, p. 204).
29 Boethius (1988, pp. 11–38).
30 See Künzle (1956), passim; also De Boer (2013), pp. 257–260.
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generally distinguished by themedievals. A representative description of the virtual
whole is the following, given by the Franciscan William of Alnwick: he explains
what a virtual whole is by contrasting it with other kinds of wholes, namely the
universal whole and the integral whole. In a universal whole the whole is present in
its parts with its complete essence and power (virtutem). Consequently, the whole can
be predicated of each of its parts. For example, the notion of ‘animal’ encompasses
that of ‘man’; ‘animal’ is a whole that is fully present in ‘man’, and the former
can be predicated of the latter, as in ‘man is an animal’. In an integral whole the
whole as such is not at all present in its parts, nor can it be predicated of its parts,
unless perhaps in an improper way. For example: the house is a whole with respect
to its parts, such as foundation, walls and roof, but one cannot properly say that
the walls are the house. A virtual whole, finally, is present in each of its parts with
all of its essence, but not with all of its power. The former property ascertains real
identity, making it possible to say that, in a way, the intellect is soul.31 The capacity
(virtus) of the soul integrates various powers (potentiae). Being a single essence, the
substance of the soul is wholly present in every power, but not with the soul’s
full capacity. Put differently, the soul is the same as (the whole of) its powers, but
each power represents only a part of the whole capacity of the soul.32 For Pecham
the ‘substantial powers of the soul’, intelligence, memory and will, are the main
31 Alnwick,Determinationes, Q. 16: Ut autem hoc magis appareat est sciendum quod triplex est totum,
scilicet totum universale, totum integrale et totum virtuale. Totum universale est quod adest
cuilibet parti secundum eius totam essentiam et secundum totam eius virtutem, ut animal homini,
et e converso; et ideo proprie de singulis partibus praedicatur. Totum vero integrale non est in
qualibet parte, nec secundum totam essentiam nec secundum totam virtutem; et ideo nullo
modo de singulis partibus praedicatur; sed aliquomodo, licet improprie, praedicatur de omnibus
partibus simul, ut dicamus quod fundamentum, paries et tectum sunt domus. Totum vero virtuale
sive potestativum sive potentiale adest singulis partibus secundum totam suam essentiam, sed
non secundum totam virtutem; et ideo quodammodo praedicari potest de qualibet parte, saltem
praedicatione per realem identitatem, eo quo adest cuilibet parti per essentiam; sed tamen non
formali praedicatione et per se, quia non adest omnino secundum totam suam virtutem; unde non
praedicatur ita proprie de qualibet sui parte sicut totumuniversale praedicatur de qualibet sui parte
(1982, p. 228). Alnwick’s description of the various kinds of whole is almost verbatim the same as
the one given by Thomas in S. Th., I, 77, 1, ad 1 (and inDSC, 11 ad 2). This does not necessarily mean
that it is taken from Thomas’s text. Alnwick may very well have resorted to a standard formulation
of common knowledge.
32 John Pecham, Sent. 1.32: ⟨Totum⟩ universale quidem adest cuilibet suae parti subiective per substan-
tiam et virtutem; totum integrale suae parti vero ⟨non⟩ [om ed.] adest secundum substantiam nec
secundum virtutem; virtuale medio modo se habet, quia ratione simplicis essentiae adest totaliter
secundum substantiam cum qualibet potentia, sed non cum tota virtute, quoniam virtus animae
ex variis potentiis integratur; et inde totum virtuale appellatur (1918, p. 204).
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instruments of the soul; they are not ‘integral’ parts making up a (physical) whole,
but ‘virtual’ parts, making up the soul’s substance.33
A similar version of the middle position is referred to by the FranciscanWilliam
de la Mare (active around 1270):
There is, however, another opinion: that the soul and its powers differ as a
whole and its parts, for the soul is like a virtual whole … According to this
position the powers of the soul are not completely the same as the essence of
the soul, nor something else, just as a part is not the same as the whole, nor
something else.34
This quick review of opinions shows that there appear to be at least two variants
of the middle position: one which proposes a substantial identity and an essential
difference between the soul and its powers (Hales, Bonaventure), and one which uses
the part-whole approach, in particular the notion of a virtual whole (Pecham, Olivi).
They all reflect an underlying concern of a theological nature: separating the soul’s
powers and activities from its essence wouldmean that the beatific vision is just an
accident, not something enjoyed by the soul itself. We will meet this concern again in
Scotus’s opinion concerning the relation between the soul and its powers.
3. Henry of Ghent and Vital du Four: Real Identity and Relational Distinction
The early formulations of the identity thesis (as reported in Künzle) were gradually
replaced by more sophisticated versions, largely in reaction to Thomas’s arguments.
The identity thesis evolved in two different directions, one in which the relational
component was emphasized and elaborated, e.g. with Henry of Ghent and Vital du
Four, and another in which the relational aspect was rejected, as by Scotus.
Like Bonaventure, Henry of Ghent35 also appeals to Liber de spiritu et anima, but he
is more concerned in offering a coherent metaphysical picture. Henry elaborates the
33 John Pecham, Sent. 1.32 (1918, p. 203).
34 William de laMare, Sent. 1.3.7: Est autem alia opinio quod anima et suae potentiae differunt sicut
totum et pars; est enim anima sicut totum virtuale. […] Secundum hanc ergo positionem potentiae
animae non sunt omnino idem cum essentia animae, nec aliud, sicut pars non est idem cum toto,
nec aliud (1989, pp. 83–85).
35 Henry of Ghent,Quodlibet 3.14:Utrum substantia anima sit potentia eius (1613, f. 107vb–f. 112vb; 1518,
f. lxvi ff.)
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relational aspect of the soul’s activity by specifying that it is added to the soul by way
of some determination. The soul itself is in reality one thing (una secundum rem) or
a substance without any composition (simplex substantia). It is potentially active; it
becomes actually active because it is determined to a certain act and a certain object;
it is called different powers on account of these various determinations whichmerely
add to the essence of the soul a relation to different acts.36
We cannot say that the substance of the soul really is its power in the sense that it
engages in an actionmerely by being a substance and essence (this kind of identity
only applies in the case of God, asThomas alreadyhadpointedout); a created substance
like the soul needs help from outside. The substance of the soul can be said to be its
power in the sense that it has in itself, without further assistance, the aspect (rationem)
of the power bywhich it can become active; but since powers are defined in relation to
acts, what determines the soul’s powers to become active must come from something
else than the soul’s essence.37
Now, the powers of the soul are of two kinds: the sensitive powers, which are
linked to a particular organ, and intellective powers, not linked to an organ; but this
distinction has nothing to do with a power’s being founded in the substance of the
36 Henry of Ghent, Quod. 3.14: […] si quid creatum agit per essentiam suam ipsum de se solum est
in potentia agens; et per aliqua transmutatione accidit ei quod fiat agens in actu; et hoc aut quia
indiget appropinquari materiae in quam aget, […] aut etiam accidit ei quod fiat agens in actu quia
indiget ut determinetur aliquo quo fiat in eo potentia ad eliciendum actionem determinatam circa
determinatum obiectum, sicut contingit in actionibus animae intellectivis vel sensitivis, ad quas
non habet anima ex nuda essentia sua aliquas potentias determinatas nisi aliquo alio determinetur
quo respiciat determinatum obiectum et determinatam actionem; ita quod eius substantia, quae
una est secundum rem, secundum diversa esse et secundum diversas determinationes, sortitur
rationes diversarum potentiarum intellectivarum et sensitivarum; cum in radice nihil sit potentia
in eadem nisi eius simplex substantia, quae in se considerata essentia sive substantia est et forma
animati, considerata vero secundum diversa esse per diversas determinationes et operationes ad
diversas actiones et ad diversa obiecta dicitur potentiae diversae, quae non ponunt supra essentiam
eius nisi solum respectum ad diversos actus specie. Et hoc est quod dicitur in libro De spiritu et
anima etc. (1613, f. 108vb–109ra).
37 Henry of Ghent, ib.: Ad sciendum autem quomodo dicta determinatione in essentia animae
determinantur actiones potentiarumquarum ipsa nullam ex se determinat, intelligendumest quod
substantia animae non dicitur esse re ipsa eius potentia tamquam ex eo solo quod est substantia
et essentia quaedam procedat in actum sine omni adminiculo exteriori [f. 109va] […] sed [anima]
eget adminiculo exterioris; sic ergo dicitur substantia animae eius potentia quia sine omni alterius
adminiculo habeat in sua essentia determinate rationem potentiae qua prosiliat in actionem;
immo ut ipsa essentia determinate habet rationem alicuius potentiae et determinati respectus ad
aliquam actionem oportet quod hoc habeat ab aliqua ipsius essentiae determinatione qua ad actum
determinatum inclinetur; potentia enim non definitur nisi ex relatione ad actum.
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soul, because the whole substance of the soul, which in reality is the same as all its
powers, is the act of the whole body.38
The sensitive powers are distinguished according to their being determined to
action by different organs; but they are not distinct between themselves or from the
intellective powers as they are rooted in the substance of the soul, which, taken by
itself, has no distinction or determination to certain sensitive or intellective acts. The
very same soul which thinks without an organ, senses by means of an organ; the very
same soul which senses one object in one organ, senses another in another organ, in
such a way that all the powers are understood to be in one and the same indivisible
substance.39
As a result, the great diversity of the powers of the soul is not due to some real
diversity they have in the soul itself, but to the diversity of the determinations by
which the soul is related to diverse acts. The soul is called an intellective power in so
far it relates to the operation it can elicit by itself; it is called a sensitive power in so
far it relates to an operation it elicits through an organ. With respect to its powers the
soul is called a kind of potential whole (totum potentiale).40
In Quod. 3.14 Henry is more concerned with explaining his own view than with
refuting the theory of a (real) distinction.Hehardly dealswith the arguments of ‘those
who hold that the powers of the soul are accidents’ (f. 109va). The only argument of
38 Henry of Ghent, ib.: […] sciendum quod potentiae animae quaedam dicuntur organo non alligatae,
quaedam vero dicuntur alligatae; hoc non contingit aliquomodo ex parte potentiae ut fundatur in
ipsa substantia, quia tota substantia animae quae re est omnes eius potentiae, actus est et perfectio
totius corporis (f. 109vb).
39 Henry of Ghent, ib.: Et secundum quod per diversa organa nata diversimode determinari secundum
hoc distinguuntur diversae potentiae sensitivae sine omni diversitate earum inter se vel ad potentias
intellectivas inquantum habent radicari in substantia animae quae nullo modo quantum est ex se
distinguitur vel determinatur ad actus sentiendi vel intelligendi determinatos; quia idipsum quod
de ea intelligit sine organo, illud ipsum sentit per organum; et id ipsumquod sentit unumobiectum
in uno organo sentit aliud in alio organo, ut id ipsum omnes huiusmodi potentiae intelligantur
esse in ipsa una et eadem indivisibili substantia (f. 110ra).
40 Henry of Ghent, ib.: Sic ergo, quod tanta est diversitas et distinctio potentiarum animae, hoc
non est propter aliquam diversitatem realem quam habent ipsae ex parte animae; sed propter
diversitatem determinationum substantiae animae solummodo diversos actus respicit; et ex
hoc nomina diversarum potentiarum sortitur; ut dicatur potentia intellectiva ex comparatione
quam habet ad operationem quam secundum se habet elicere; dicatur vero potentia sensitiva ex
comparatione quam habet ad operationem quam habet elicere ut existens in organo; et dicatur
diversae potentiae secundum quod diversimode habet determinari ad diversas operationes specie et
intelectuales et sensuales; et per hoc anima totum quoddam est ad suas potentias quod potentiale
dicitur (f. 110ra–110rb).
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Thomas to which he refers is that the soul and its powers must be distinct because
only in God substance and powers, or being and operating, are identical. According to
Henry, his own position is not open to that argument because he explains that he is
not talking of the kind of power that belongs to God, namely powers that become
active fully by themselves. The powers of the human soul cannot become active by
themeselves; they need help from something else.
A view very similar to Henry’s is proposed by the Franciscan Vital du Four (1260–
1327),41 but Vital’s account is muchmore systematic and comprehensive, containing
both an extensive criticism of the distinction position and a well-argued positive
account of the identity thesis. Vital’s detailed treatment of thematter deserves a study
of its own; here I will just note that Vital sees an ‘infinite number of approaches’
to the question, but he takes only two of them into consideration: the theory of a
(real) distinction, which he rejects, and the identity theory, which he subscribes to.
According to the first, the powers of the soul flow forth from the substance of the
soul as true accidents, connatural to the soul but absolutely distinct from the soul’s
substance. The identity theory asserts that the substance of the soul and its powers are
really identical; the soul both elicits and receives its acts through its own substance,
not through a power that is absolutely different from it; the powers get their name
only from the relations they have to various objects and operations,42 as was also
proposed by Henry of Ghent.
4. John Duns Scotus
Scotus treated the relation between the soul and its powers ex professo in Reportatio
2.16, in the question entitledUtrum imago Trinitatis consistat in tribus potentiis animae
41 Vitalis de Furno (1891):De Rerum Principio, Q. 11 art. 3: An anima distinguatur realiter a suis potentiis.
42 Vital du Four, o.c.: Quamvis autem circa hoc sunt infiniti modi dicendi, ut patet in diversis scriptis,
duas tantum accipio, ex quibus unum tantum verum esse credo, alterum falsum. Est igitur unus
modus dicendi, quod potentiae animae sunt vera accidentia, a substantia animae fluentia, animae
connaturalia et propria, ut caliditas igni, re absoluta a substantia animae differentia. Est alius
modus positionis, quod substantia animae est idem quod sua potentia realiter, ita quod anima
dicitur forma per comparationem ad corpus quod perficit, cui dat esse substantiale; sortitur vero
nomen et rationem potentiae solo respectu et comparatione ad varia obiecta et operationes, ita quod
anima et actum suum eliciat et actum subiective suscipiat, ut patet in actu intelligendi: per suam
substantiam est eliciens actum et efficienter et etiam subiective, non per aliquam potentiam re
absoluta differentem ab ea. Huncmodum dicendi existimo esse verum (p. 468b–469a).
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distinctis.43 The four books of the Reportatio represent Scotus’s final series of lectures
on the Sentences. Scotus had addressed a similar question as that of Reportatio 2.16
earlier, in all three of his commentaries on book I, distinction 3 of the Sentences:Utrum
inmente secundum quod distinguitur a parte sensitiva sit proprie imago Trinitatis (Lectura),
Utrum in mente sit distincta imago Trinitatis (Ordinatio), and Utrum in mente sit imago
Trinitatis (Reportatio). Whereas these three questions focus on the mind as an image of
the Trinity and contain only a few incidental remarks on the issue of the soul and
its powers, Rep. 2.16, which is the main source in this chapter, is completely devoted
to the structure of the intellective soul and has just one small paragraph explaining
how the soul as a whole might be an image of the Trinity.44
In Reportatio 2.16 Scotus criticizes three approaches before elaborating his own
opinion(s). The first approach says that (at least) the intellect andwill are really distinct
from each other and from the soul’s essence ‘as accidents that are proper attributes’.45
The second approach holds that they are mutually distinct, but not distinct from
the essence of the soul, and that they are ‘parts of the soul’.46 According to the third
approach, the powers are not distinct as absolute realities: not from the soul’s essence,
nor between themselves; the powers are only distinct because they are related to
different activities.47
The first approach is that of Aquinas and his followers. Aquinas had argued that,
because acts of intellectionandvolitionarequalities, thepowersmustbe accidents too,
since in general act andpotencymust belong to the same category. According to Scotus
this argument fails, because it only applies to act and potency in the sense of different
states of being: what first is in potency and then in act is indeed specifically and
43 There is as yet no critical edition of this text. I will use volume 23 of the Vivès-reprint of theWadding
edition, checked against MS Oxford, Merton College, 61 (M, fols. 177r–180r), for example: Rep. 2.16
n. 14 (Vivès 23, p. 73a).
44 A convenient summary of Scotus’s treatment of the issue is found in: M. Grajewski (1944), pp. 155–
178; É. Gilson (1952), pp. 497–510; both Grajewski and Gilson present Scotus’s view by contrasting
it with that of Aquinas. More recently the position of Scotus was discussed by: P. King (2008); and
McCord Adams (2001), pp. 43–72; and Cross (2014a), pp. 145–149.
45 Rep. 2.16 n. 2: Prima via ponit quod realiter distinguuntur inter se et ab essentiae animae, sicut
accidentia quae sunt propriae passiones (Vivès 23, p. 67b–68a). Note, incidentally, that Scotus
seems to perceive the substance of this view to be that the powers are accidents, although proper
attributes.
46 Rep. 2.16 n. 9: … quod potentiae sint distinctae inter se sed non ab essentia, quod potentiae sunt
partes animae (Vivès 23, p. 71a).
47 Rep. 2.16 n. 10: … quod non distinguitur [sic] realiter ab essentia animae, nec inter se re absoluta, sed
tantum sunt [sic] distincta re relata (Vivès 23, p. 72a).
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numerically the same. But things are different when act and potency are considered
as principles. For example, the active principle in the production of certain accidents
is a substance; similarly, in the case of other accidents or acts, the substance must
be the immediately passive principle, because positing an intermediate receiving
principle of same category would lead to an infinite regress. Therefore, the fact that
the soul’s actions are accidents does not mean that the soul’s powers must be so as
well.48 Aquinas also had argued that the soul, as principle of life, is always in act; so if
its essence were the immediate principle of its operations, then it would permanently
be engaged in acts of thinking and willing. Scotus’s reply is somewhat convoluted,
but basically he againmakes a distinction: formally, as substantial form, the soul is
the principle of living and as such it is always in act; but effectively, as a principle
of functioning, it is not.49 Scotus’s discussion Thomas’ doctrine of a real distinction
of the soul’s powers is not very elaborate, but he returns to one of its fundamental
assumptions when he explains his own identity theory (see below).
Scotus’s presentation and criticism of the second approach, which appears to be a
variant of the middle position of his Franciscan predecessors, is evenmore summary.
Basically, Scotus denies that thepowers canbeparts of the soul in any sense.50The third
opinion clearly is that of Henry of Ghent. Here Scotus’s main criticism is that powers
cannot be differentiated by means of relations to acts, because any power which
48 Rep. 2.16 n. 4: Secundomodo [i.e. ut potentia et actus sunt differentiae entis] potentia et actus sunt
eiusdem speciei et individui et idem numero, quia quod prius est ⟨in⟩ potentia et esse diminuto
postea est in actu et habet esse simpliciter. […] numquam est necesse principium operativum [i.e.
aut principium activum aut principium passivum] esse eiusdem generis cum operato. Quia non est
hoc necesse principio passivo, quia accidens immediate recipitur in substantia, vel erit processus
in infinitum. Nec etiam est hoc verum de principio activo, quia Aristoteles dicit (7 Metaph. text
cap. 34) quod ad hoc quod substantia fiat necesse est substantiam praeexistere; ad hoc tamen quod
fiat quale vel quantum non est necesse quod quale praeexistat formaliter (Vivès 23, p. 69a). Scotus
discusses the various senses of potency and act extensively in hisQuestions on Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
book IX. Cf. also Rep. 1A.7 n. 27.
49 Rep. 2.16 n. 5: Cum dicitur: anima secundum essentiam est actus, igitur sicut est principium vivendi
est principium operandi – Verum est unomodo sic, et alio non, quia quantum ad immediationem
simile est, quantum ad aliud dissimile, quia est principium operandi non formaliter sed effective
[…] et est principium vivendi formaliter (Vivès 23, p. 69b).
50 Rep. 2.16 n. 9: Item, partes origine praecedunt totum; potentiae non praecedunt essentiam animae.
Item, si sint partes: aut integrales, aut essentiales. – Si integrales, oportet dare aliud ab his quibus
sunt unum, quia partes integrales numquam sunt unum per se nisi aliud concurrat formale […]. Si
sint partes essentiales, igitur una perficit aliam, sicut actus potentiam, et tunc oportet dare unam
potentiam quae sit infimum perfectibile ab alia et per consequens ipsa non est potentia operandi
(Vivès 23, p. 71b).
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per se is the principle of an operation naturally precedes the operation. Therefore,
one cannot use those operations, namely the acts of the soul, to distinguish the
powers that broughtt hem about.51 In contrast with these three views Scotus develops
his own opinion, or rather his two opinions. The first opinion (labeled ‘Scotus1’ for
convenience) asserts absolute identity between the soul and its powers and among
the powers themselves. The second (‘Scotus2’) states that the soul and its powers are
really identical but formally distinct.52
Unqualified Real Identity
Scotus’s first opinion is that the powers of the soul are really identical among
themselves and with the essence of the soul. It is presented in a compact paragraph
together with an implicit rejection of other opinions. Scotus’s positive claims are:
– The powers of the soul, in particular intellect and will, are completely the same.
– The soul is completely indistinct, yet it is the principle of several operations.
The negative claims are:
– The powers are not parts of the soul, nor accidents, nor relations (in which cases
they would be really distinct).53
Scotus realizes that his identity claims rest on ametaphysical prerequisite, namely
that one and the same entity can cause several distinct effects.54But before considering
51 Rep. 2.16 n. 11: Item, potentia quae est per se principium operandi est prius natura effectu, id est
operatione. (Vivès 23, p. 72b). Cf. also Scotus’sQMet. 9.5:Utrum potentia includat essentialiter aliquem
respectum, especially n. 13 and 15–17 (OPhil. 4, pp. 563–565).
52 Note that Cross (2014a), pp. 145–149 discusses Scotus’s second view under the label ‘the first account’
and the first under the label ‘the second view’.
53 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Dico igitur quod intellectus et voluntas non sunt res realiter distinctae; sed potest
sustineri quod sunt omnino idem re et ratione; vel quod essentia animae, omnino indistincta
re et ratione, est principium plurium operationum, sine diversitate reali potentiarum quae sint
vel partes animae vel accidentia vel respectus eius (Vivès 23, p. 74a–b). Scotus here focuses on the
identity of intellect and will, but he also holds that memory and intellect are one power: ‘memoria
et intelligentia sunt una potentia’ (Ord. 1.27, n. 18; Ed. Vat. 6, p. 71). So in fact his identity claim
involves the conventional Augustinian triad of memory, intellect and will.
54 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Unde plura in effectu bene possunt esse ab uno in re, quod est omnino idem
illimitatum, et tamen principium per se et causa plurium, non ut ista includunt repectum; et
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his arguments for this assumption, we may take notice of the motives behind his
position as he himself expresses them. They reflect the three general pillars of his
methodological approach: an explanation should be economical, feasible and worthy.
The identity thesis satisfies these requirements. It is the most parsimonious view,
it cannot be proven to be impossible, and it does justice to the soul’s nobility.55 The
worthiness Scotus has inmind consists in the fact that second acts (that is: actually
making use of a power) can come immediately from the first act (that is: having the
power) and that the soul can reach its goals directly without having to resort to some
intermediate power.56 That an intermediate power would in fact demean the nature
of the soul is especially clear in the case of the beatific vision. According to Catholic
faith, man will in the afterlife see and love God bymeans of the powers of his rational
soul. Now, if the intellective powers were accidents of the soul, then the soul would
not be blessed unless by accident, which is not in agreement with the soul’s dignity:
man should enjoy the beatific vision on the basis of his essence, so the powers must
be part of his essence, which consists in the rational soul.57
A crucial assumption for Scotus is that a substance by its very essence can be the
immediate principle of its operations. This is themetaphysical claim that puts him
in direct opposition to Thomas. Despite the importance of the assumption Scotus
offers just two arguments for it. The first is very terse. The soul’s being an immediate
principle of its actions is not at all problematic, since, there are in fact things at a lower
ontological level than the soul that can be the immediate principle of operating. This
must be the case, for otherwise an infinite regress would arise. Consider for example
heat; the kettle’s beinghot (an accident) causes thewater beinghot (again an accident):
in the end, or rather to begin with, heat must be caused by something that is not an
accident but a substance (fire, in the example, which is thereby also an example of
tunc potentiae secundum se nullam habent omnino distinctionem, sed inquantum includunt
respectus, distinguuntur ratione; sed ille respectus non est de ratione principii operationis per se
(Vivès 23, p. 74a–b).
55 Rep. 2.16n. 14:Dico igitur adquaestionemquodpaucitas est ponendaubipluralitasnonestnecessaria;
et possibilitas ubi non potest probari impossibilitas; et nobilitas in natura ubi non potest probari
ignobilitas (Vivès 23, p. 73a–b).
56 Rep. 2.16 n. 14: Igitur, cum illo modo immediatius [mediatius ed] possit creatura rationalis attingere
finem suum quam si ponatur potentia mediare inter essentiam et operationem, igitur illud est
melius (Vivès 23, p. 73b).
57 Rep. 2.16 n. 15: Sed si intellectus et voluntas sint aliud ab essentia, videre Deum et diligere non
immediate recipiuntur in essentia animae, immo nec per se […] et sic accidens esset formaliter
beatum et non solum creatura rationalis […] ista itaquemediatiomultum ignobilitaret naturam
(Vivès 23, p. 73b).
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a ‘lower form’ acting immediately). Since being an immediate principle fits things
that are less perfect than the human soul, it cannot go against the nature of the
soul’s perfection. And the fact that it fits something more perfect than the soul,
namely God, does not mean that it would be an imperfection for the human soul.58
Scotus’s other argument for the fundamental assumption is more straightforward: in
univocal causation (where the effect is of the same nature as the cause, as for example
in the generation of animals) a substance can generate another substance; so there a
substantial form is the immediate principle of operating.59 All in all, Scotus concludes
that this approach cannot be refuted by reason.60
To put Scotus’s somewhat frugal argumentation in perspective we may note
that the thesis of the soul being the immediate principle of its operations was quite
common among Franciscan doctors. Most authors discussing the matter were well
aware of the crucial role of the assumption. A few years before Scotus, his confrère Vital
du Four, for example, had treated the matter extensively in his reply to the question
how the one simple essence of the soul can have a diversity of powers. Gonsalvus of
58 Rep. 2.16 n. 15: Actus inferior anima rationali potest esse immediatum principium operandi (aliter
esset processus in infinitum); igitur illud non repugnat animae quia non ratione perfectionis suae,
cum conveniat imperfectiori; patet de calore et qualitatibus activis; nec propter hoc quod esset
imperfectionis in anima quia convenit perfectiori ut Deo (Vivès 23, p. 74a) – This is a tortuous
passage. Alnwick’s version may be helpful here: Aliquis actus vel aliquis forma inferior anima
potest esse principium immediatum agendi (patet de calore et qualitatibus activis), aliter esset
processus in infinitum. Hoc etiam est nobilitatis, aliter non competeret Deo sic operari (scilicet
immediate per essentiam suam). Igitur multo magis debet hoc competere animae intellectivae
(Vivès 13, p. 39b) – As for patet de calore etc.: the point of this example is made clear by Alnwick:
Sed unum accidens producitur ab alio accidente in eadem specie, ut calor a calore; ergo respectu
accidentium singularium in specie caloris, oportet ponere aliam causam priorem essentialiter
ordinatam ad speciem caloris a qua tota species caloris causatur. Aut ergo illa causa est substantia,
et habetur propositum; aut est accidens, et arguendum est de singularibus illius accidentis. Et non
est procedendum in infinitum in essentialiter ordinatis; oportet ergo stare ad aliquam speciem
accidentis quae non causatur immediate ab alio accidente, sed immediate a substantia. Quod est
propositum, scilicet quod substantia sit immediatum principium agendi. William of Alnwick (1982,
p. 205):Determinationes, Q. 16: Utrum potentiae animae sint eaedem realiter cum essentia animae.
59 Rep. 2.16 n. 16: Item, aliqua substantia generatur univoce, vel saltem a substantia; igitur forma
substantialis erit immediatum principium operandi, quia terminus productus non potest esse
nobilior ipso activo (Vivès 23, p. 74a).
60 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Ista via per rationem non improbari potest. Quia sicut prima causa, quae est semper
[simpliciter M] illimitata, est omnino eadem et est principium diversorum immediate, ita quod
est illimitatum suo modo [scil. anima rationalis], licet non simpliciter respectu istorum [scil.
diversorum productorum], omnino idem re et ratione potest esse, quamquam producta sint diversa
(Vivès 23, p. 74b)
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Spain (ca. 1255–ca. 1313)61 was also convinced that, by refuting the assumption, the
identity theory would completely collapse. And a few years after Scotus, William of
Alnwick offered an elaborate and systematic criticism of the Thomistic position by
defending two theses: A substance can by its very essence be the immediate principle
of its operations (eight arguments and the solution of five objections!) and: The
rational soul is by its essence the immediate principle of thinking and willing (eight
arguments!).62 Nevertheless, the issue continued to be debated, as we will see when
we explore Vargas’s views.
Real Identity and Formal Distinction
In spite of the simplicity and loftiness of the identity theory, Scotus feels the need to
present an alternative view in order to comply withmany authoritative arguments
to the effect that the powers of the soul are somehow distinct from it. The essential
claim of Scotus1 is that there is absolutely no distinction between the soul and its
powers or between the powers themselves: they are omnino indistincta re et ratione:
completely the same in reality and in thought. I take this to mean that the powers
are neither distinct as things nor distinct in terms of their character or intelligible
content. In his second opinion Scotus drops precisely the latter restriction (indistincta
ratione): It is very well possible to see a distinction between the powers in terms of the
meaning or the formal definition of the concepts (their rationes formales); moreover,
the distinction is not merely caused by the intellect. Here wemeet the famous formal
distinction.63 According to Scotus2 the powers are not really different from the soul;
they are really identical with it because they are ‘unitively contained in the essence of
the soul’, but they are formally distinct from the soul and from each other.64
61 Gonsalvus of Spain (1935, p. 165),Quod. 10: Quod forma substantialis secundum suam essentiam sit
immediatum principium actionis, per quod destruitur opinionis contrariae fundamentum.
62 Williamof Alnwick (1982, p. 202),Det. 16: Sed contra praedictamopinionem [sc. Thomae]multipliciter
intendo procedere: primo improbando fundamentum illius opinionis, ostendendo quod substan-
tia potest per suam essentiam esse immediatum principium operationis, super cuius opposito
fundantur omnes suae rationes, ut patet intuenti.
63 On the formal distinction see Grajewski (1944); Dumont (1995); Dumont (2005); Noone (1999); Noone
(2009).
64 On unitive containment see Dumont (1995), pp. 213–217, where it is dealt with in the context of
Scotus’s theory of individuation as found inQMet. 7.13 andOrd. 2.3.1. The notion figures extensively
in QMet. 4.2 nn. 143, 152–176, and in the context of the relation between the soul and its powers
it occurs also in Rep. 2.16 and inQMet. 9.5 nn. 18–35, which refers back toQMet. 4.2; see below. See
further Smith (2014), esp. 46–47 (with n. 24); Ward (2014), esp. pp. 85–89.
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Scotus borrows the notion of ‘unitive containment’ from Dionysius’ treatment
inOnDivine Names. For the present purpose we can take unitive containment as a
state of affairs that obtains when an entity contains things that are like ‘passions’
or proper attributes. The notion is best illustrated by the way a being has attributes
such as ‘true’ and ‘good’, which do not differ from the being, as they are coextensive
with it; yet they are formally distinct from it, since the intelligible content of ‘true’
and ‘good’ is not identical with that of ‘being’.65 Analogously, the powers of the soul
are formally or quidditatively not identical with each other or with the essence of the
soul. They have a distinction based on their formal conceptual content.
Incidentally, as noted by Celestino Piana,66 Scotus’s explanation of the relation
between the soul and its powers bymeans of an analogy with the unitively contained
transcendental properties of being has an interesting precedent inWilliam of Ware,
who is generally considered to be Scotus’s master. William claims that any object we
consider is just a being (ens), but at the same time it moves the intellect in its quality
of something true (verum) and the will in its quality of something good (bonum). The
three items, being, true and good, are identical with the object itself. The same state of
affairs holds for the intellective soul. When considered in itself, it is called an essence;
but in its natural capacity of being affected by the true, it is called intellect; and in
its natural capacity of being affected by the good, it is called will. Thus the powers
(potentiae) of the soul are capabilities (virtutes) of the soul’s essence by which the latter
elicits various operations. Nevertheless, the capabilities are the same as the essence
and are distinguished from each other in the way God’s attributes are distinguished.67
65 Rep. 2.16 n. 18: Quia tamen ista via non salvat tot auctoritates sicut potest alia, dico aliter quod
potentiae animae non sunt res alia sed sunt unitive contentae in essentia animae. […] Alia est
continentia unitiva quando subiectum unitive continet aliqua quae sunt quasi passiones: sicut
passiones entis non sunt res alia ab ente, quia quandocumque determinatur ipsa res, est ens, vera et
bona. Igitur, vel oportet dicere quod non sint res aliae ab ente, vel quod ens non habet passiones
reales, quod est contra Aristotelem (4Metaph., text comm. 3 et 5, expresse) (Vivès 23, p. 74b).
66 Piana (1956), p. 164 and p. 124 note 6.
67 William of Ware, as quoted by Piana (1956, p. 164): Dicitur ergo aliter ad quaestionem quod sicut ex
parte obiecti est quod ipsum in se consideratum dicitur ens tantum; prout vero perficit et movet
intellectum per speciem suam, habet rationem veri, ut natum est adaequare sibi intellectum; prout
vero habet rationem perfecti potentis inclinare voluntatem, dicitur bonum; et ista tria per ordinem,
ens verumet bonum, sunt idemquod ipsumobiectum– sic ex parte animae: prout in se consideratur
dicitur essentia; prout est illud quod est natummoveri a vero sub ratione veri, dicitur intellectus;
prout vero consideratur ut illud quod natum est inclinari in bonum sub ratione boni, dicitur
voluntas. Et sic pono quod potentiae animae sunt virtutes ipsius essentiae per quas elicit diversas
operationes, quae tamen virtutes sunt ipsa essentia et distinguuntur intra se sicut attributa divina. –
See also Gál (1954), esp. 283–286.
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Scotus and the ‘Middle Position’
Scotus’s considered opinion concerning the soul and its powers seems to have been
the kind of real identity professed in Scotus1.68 Nevertheless, the way he expressed
his views became increasingly refined and sophisticated. We can distinguish two
strands in this process. Scotus found a way to reconcile his original identity thesis
with the apparent diversity of the powers by means of the epistemological device of
the formal distinction and its ontological basis, the notion of ‘unitive containment’.
At the same time he consciously spent some effort on showing that his second opinion
was essentially in agreement with the views that at his time were dominant in his
own order.
A closer look at the remainder of Reportatio 2.16 reveals that Scotus clarifies his sec-
ond view in a wording that is very similar to passages in Reportatio 1A which describe
the soul as a virtual whole and the powers as virtual perfections and parts of the soul.69
Taken together, the texts suggest that Scotus2 ismeant to propose the kind of middle-
position held by some of Scotus’s predecessors (e.g., Bonaventure). Consequently, Sco-
tus2 is intermediate between Scotus1 (absolute identity) and the Thomistic view (real
distinction). Support for this hypothesis is found in particular in the passages where
Scotus gives his own interpretation of the authorities adduced for the other positions.
Averroes70 noted that the soul can be considered to be divided in powers in the
same way as an apple can be divided according to smell, colour and taste. Proponents
of the Thomistic view take this as implying that the powers are accidents. Scotus
rejects this interpretation, retorting that Averroes’s comparison is imperfect: as a
whole the soul is not formally identical to a power and the full perfection of the soul
cannot be explained in terms of one power.71
However, the authorities Scotus wants to save most by means of his alternative
opinion (Scotus2) turn out to be the ones he reported in support of the part-whole
version of the middle position. Looking back, Scotus’s treatment of the position is
extremely concise.Hepresents it in just one sentence, and, in spite of sayingotherwise,
68 Passages supporting this claim are listed in Van den Bercken (2015).
69 Cf. Rep. 1A.33 n. 34 (John Duns Scotus, 2006, henceforth quoted as WB 2, pp. 319–320) and Rep. 1A.33
n. 67 (WB 2, pp. 331–332)
70 Cf. Averroes (1953): … ita quod divisio anime in suas partes sit sicut pomi in odorem colorem et
saporem … (p. 123, line 28–29).
71 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Dico quod anima non est totaliter idem formaliter potentiae, nec tota perfectio animae
explicatur per unam potentiam; ideo quantum ad aliquid est simile, quantum ad aliquid non (Vivès
23, p. 76a–b)
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he does not give arguments. He merely refers to some oft-quoted authorities:72
Aristotle73 and Boethius, who talk of the powers as parts of the soul, and Augustine
and Anselm, who declare the powers to be in the soul in the way that members are in
the body.
Scotus’s refutation of the opinion is as brief as his presentation of it. Quoting
Augustine, he states that the powers of the soul are not the kind of parts that are less
than their whole, rather they are parts that comprise the whole essence of the soul.74
Moreover, parts originate before the whole, but the powers of the soul do not precede
the essence of the soul.75 The powers cannot be ‘integral parts’, as the latter are only
unified into a whole by some other factor: a substance is not to be identified with
the mere aggregate of its parts.76 Neither can the powers be ‘essential parts’, as are
matter and form, with the latter part perfecting the former in the way act perfects
potency. In such a structure there is always an ultimate part to be perfected, which,
being essentially passive, cannot, therefore, be an operative power.77Yet, Scotus insists,
the powers may very well be called parts because no single power exhausts the full
perfection of the soul.78
Regarding his own account (Scotus2), Scotus believes that it is fully in accord
with the authorities, which seem to say that the powers are really distinct: ‘they
72 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Pro secunda opinione arguitur, scilicet quod potentiae sint distinctae inter se, sed
non ab essentia animae; quia potentiae sunt partes animae, ut habetur tertio De Anima (text. 1, De
parte autem animae etc.). Item, Boethius, in Divisionibus: Anima dividitur in potentias sicut totum
in partes. Ad hoc videtur Augustinus, 15 De Trinit. 7, et Anselmus, De Concordia Grat. et Lib. Arb.
cap. 11 [19 ed.], quod potentiae sunt in anima sicut in corpore membra (Vivès 23, p. 71a–b).
73 Aristotle,On the Soul, 413b11–16 and 429a10. On Aristotle’s theory of the soul’s parts and powers, see
Corcilius and Gregoric (2012), esp. pp. 47–92.
74 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Contra istam viam videtur Augustinus (9 De Trin. 5): ‘Nulla pars complectitur totum
cuius est’; sed quaelibet istarum potentiarum partium complectitur totam essentiam animae (Vivès
23, p. 71b).
75 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Item. Partes origine praecedunt totum; potentiae non praecedunt essentiam animae
(Vivès 23, p. 71b).
76 This thesis is discussed extensively in Cross (1998), esp. pp. 77–85.
77 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Item. Si sint partes: aut integrales, aut essentiales. Si integrales, igitur oportet dare
aliud ab his, quibus sunt unum, quia partes integrales numquam sunt unum per se, nisi aliud
concurrat formale (ut patet in fine 7 Metaph. text. 60). Si sint partes essentiales, igitur una perficit
aliam, sicut actus potentiam; et tunc oportet dare unam potentiam quae sit infimum perfectibile
ab alia, et per consequens ipsa non est potentia operandi (Vivès 23, p. 71b).
78 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Ad auctoritates pro secunda opinione, cum dicitur quod sunt partes animae, patet:
quia dicuntur partes quia nulla importat totam perfectionem animae; per idem patet ad dictum
Boethii, quod dividitur sicut totum in partes: quia nulla capit totam perfectionem animae; per
praedicta patet ad Augustinum (Vivès 23, p. 76).
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are, formally that is’. I assume that this means: it is true that they are distinct, but
(only) formally distinct.79 Scotus feels that his second account is compatible with the
‘common’ (Neoplatonic) view, according to which the powers are said to ‘well up
from’ (ebullire) or ‘flow from’ (effluere) the essence of the soul (the term effluere was
also used by Thomas!). It is also compatible with the view that the powers come from
(egrediuntur) the substance of the soul and are intermediate between substantial and
accidental forms andwith calling themparts of the soul, because as such theymakeup
the soul’s full perfection. The nature of the soul represents the full perfection in that it
contains all powers: the soul would be less perfect if it only contained one perfection,
only the full set of its powers ensures that the soul’s perfection is complete.80
What the foregoing makes clear is that Scotus seems to have been less concerned
with the substance of the middle position than with its appeal to the authorities.
Usuallyhe scrupulously reports and refutes the rational arguments for other opinions.
Indeed, in Reportatio 2.16 he did so with respect to the opinions of Thomas and Henry.
But with respect to the opinion that the powers are parts of the soul, he is only
concerned to show that the relevant authorities can very well be interpreted in a
way that is consistent with his own opinion (Scotus2). The reason for this unusual
procedure is a matter of speculation. Apparently, Scotus did not want to be hard on
his confrères and what Scotus2 is meant to achieve is precisely the same as what other
versions of the middle position were aiming at. Anyway, the least we can say is that
Scotus2 is an opinion that accords with the spirit of a middle position. Much of the
wordings of the passages quoted above suggest that Scotus with Scotus2 essentially
wants to keep such amiddle position. At the same time he does not want to do away
the essential identity as expressed in Scotus1.
79 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Et sic possunt auctoritates salvari quae videntur dicere quod distinguuntur realiter:
verum est, formaliter (Vivès 23, p. 75a).
80 Rep. 2.16 n. 17: Et sic dicuntur potentiae ebullire ab essentia animae, secundumCommentatorem
(10 Ethicorum) et effluere ab essentia, secundum communem opinionem. Et sic possunt salvari
auctoritates Dionysii (De Divinis Nominibus) et aliorum, ponentium potentias essemedias inter
formas substantiales et accidentales, et quod egrediuntur a substantia animae, ut virtutes possunt
dici partes animae; quia natura dicit totam perfectionem continentis, et in hoc dicuntur partes,
quia si anima non haberet nisi tantum unam potentiam, esset imperfectior quam nunc est (Vivès,
26, p. 75a–b).

chapter 3
Making Distinctions
The central topic of this study are Vargas’s views on the nature and function of the
powers of the intellective soul, notably memory, intellect and will. Concerning these
powers two questions are in order: the relation of the powers to the essence of the soul
and the relation between the powers. As we will see in Chapter Four, Vargas defends
the real distinction between the essence of the soul and its powers. This position still
leaves open the issue of the relation between the powers themselves, and it is this
issue that Vargas addresses inQDA 2.4, where the principal question is whether the
powers of the soul are really distinct from each other (n. 1; p. 37a).1 Vargas splits it into
two subquestions: are intellect andmemory really distinct (n. 105) and are intellect
and will really distinct (n. 125). The answer to the first subquestion (but not to the
second!) will be:
There is another way of answering, namely that of our doctor, brother Giles
[of Rome]. Memory and intellect are the same power, by nature arising
from different functions and different acts or operations, which are: keeping
species and having habitual knowledge, and using species and having actual
knowledge. So they are really one power but conceptually diverse (una potentia
realiter, diversa secundum rationem). I believe this thesis to be true (n. 117, p. 47a).
Apart from this claim concerning memory and intellect Vargas has a similar conclu-
sion with respect to the vegetative, sensitive and intellective (powers of the) soul:
The one intellective soul that formally exists in the human body is virtually
equivalent to distinct things; for it alone achieves as much as the vegetative
and sensitive soul would do if they existed in the composite; therefore the
[intellective] soul can be called really one soul yet the equivalent of several
(una realiter plura autem aequipollenter) (n. 44; p. 41a).
1 Passages will be referred to by the paragraph numbers in the edition (e.g.: n. 2) and/or by the page
and column number of the Venice edition (e.g.: p. 37ab).
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I will leave the substantive aspects of these assertions aside, just noting that for
Vargas there is only one substantial form in every substance composed of matter and
form2 and in the case of the human body the form is the intellective soul,3 which,
as the cited text implies, is virtually equivalent to several souls (meaning that it
encompasses the same powers [virtutes] as several distinct souls would have). For now
I want to focus on the wording of these claims: they are remarkable, if only because
they do not immediately fit in with the various positions reviewed in Chapter Two.
Like the Scotistic catchphrase ‘really identical but formally distinct’, they express
both identity and distinction at the same time. Yet Vargas does not accept Scotus’s
formal distinction, so he must of necessity propose another distinction, and the only
alternative seems to be a distinction of reason or a conceptual distinction. But the
answer is not as simple as that. Vargas needs two preliminary questions to build up
his case. In a long discussion he proposes a special kind of conceptual distinction, a
distinction ex natura rei necessitantis that allows for a difference between the powers
that is not real but also not fully conceptual. How Vargas understands and uses this
distinction and how it differs from the Scotists’ formal distinction is the topic of the
present chapter. So, although the discussion of this distinction arises in the question
of how the powers of the soul are distinguished (QDA 2.4.3), this chapter will hardly
address the distinction of the powers and rather will focus on the methodology of
making distinctions, which appears to have been important enough for Vargas to
devote several separate questions to it (QDA 2.4.1, 2.4.2 and 3.3.1). And since Vargas
discusses the matter of distinctions also in his Sentences commentary it will be of
interest to take that work into consideration too.
Before discussing Vargas’s criticism of the formal distinction (in Section Two) I
will first explain (in Section One) the notion of the formal distinction as understood
by Scotus and (some of) his followers. Then I will sketch (in Section Three) the roots
and ramifications of the conceptual distinction, focusing in particular on James of
Pamiers,whoappears tobe an important source forVargas and is extensively quotedby
the latter. In the final section I will briefly comment on the Pamiers-Vargas typology
of the conceptual distinction in relation to another classification (notably that of
Andreas Karlstadt).
2 Vargas,QDA 2.1.2 (p. 15a).
3 Vargas,QDA 2.1.3 (p. 19b)
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1. The Scotistic Understanding of the Formal
Distinction and the Notion of ‘Formalities’
Medieval philosophers and theologians were quite familiar with the idea that real
identity could go together with some kind of distinction, especially in God: for
example, with respect to the divine essence and attributes. There was, however,
much controversy on the nature of the relevant distinction. Initially just two options
were available: a real distinction and a conceptual distinction (distinctio rationis). In
the divine any real distinction was of course excluded (except in the case of the
Trinity, because according to Catholic Faith the Father and the Son and the Holy
Ghost are really distinct persons). On the other hand, a conceptual distinction was
utterly undesirable since it was considered to be the a mere construction of the
intellect, involving conceptual entities only, whereas everything divine is of course
pre-eminently real. One solution to this dilemma was Scotus’s notion of a formal
distinction: a distinction that was real in the sense of being based on the mind-
independent nature of a thing but without actually compromising real identity.4
Scotus gives a systematic account of various forms of (non-)identity and distinc-
tion in Reportatio 1A.33 (and Reportatio 1A.45).5 A distinction between items can be
created and imposed by the intellect, in which case it is a conceptual distinction (dis-
tinctio rationis), or it can be detected in reality, and then it is a distinction based on the
nature of the thing (distinctio ex natura rei). Scotus defines the conceptual distinction
as follows:
When some entities are distinguished only conceptually, either both of them
or one of them is a conceptual entity: […] an entity fabricated by an act of the
intellect.6
As for the distinction by the nature of the thing he says:
I say that for something to be in something else ‘by the nature of the thing’
means for it to be there really, and not as the result of a comparative act of
4 On the formal distinction see Grajewski (1944); Dumont (1995; 2005); Noone (1999; 2009).
5 Cf. Van Den Bercken (2015).
6 Rep. 1A.33 n. 24: Quaecumque distinguuntur tantum ratione: aut utrumque, aut alterum est ens
rationis […] fabricatum per actum intellectus (WB 2, p. 323). Here and in subsequent citations from
Reportatio 1A the translation is based onWolter and Bychkov, sometimes slightly modified.
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some power: neither through an act of the processing intellect, nor through
the relating act of the will.7
Wewill come back to the conceptual distinction later in this chapter. Relevant for now
is that for Scotus the conceptual distinction and the distinction from the nature of
the thing are mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive. Since Scotus does not doubt
the reality of the soul and its powers (just as he does not doubt the reality of the divine
essence and properties, which are the central topic of Reportatio 1A.33), the conceptual
distinction has no role in distinguishing the powers. This means right away that any
distinction between the soul and its powers will not be conceptual but somehow real.
To paraphrase Scotus: the soul and a power are distinguished in such a way that, prior
to any act of the intellect, the power is distinguished from the essence of the soul in a
certain respect.8
There are two varieties of the distinction ex natura rei: it can be unqualified
(simpliciter) or qualified (secundum quid: in a certain respect). The former obtains when
the items involved are absolutely or unqualifiedly non-identical. Scotus uses various
names for the pertinent distinction: distinction simpliciter, perfect distinction, or even
just ‘real distinction’:
Things that are perfectly distinct are those which according to their proper,
actual and determinate being are simply and without qualification not the
same.9
Physically separate things present the most obvious case of an unqualified real
distinction, but things that are potentially separable (even if only by God’s power) and
can exist independently can also be called ‘really distinct’ in an unqualifiedway.When
items lack unqualified non-identity, they are non-identical in a qualified way and
are distinguished by a qualified real distinction (distinctio realis secundum quid). Scotus
warns that this expression can be understood in two ways, depending on whether
themodifier ‘qualified’ is associated with the items to be distinguished or with the
7 Rep. 1A.45.1–2 n. 19: Dico quod illud est in alio ex natura rei quod est in re, non per aliquem actum
comparativum cuiuscumque potentiae: nec per actum intellectus negotiantis, nec voluntatis
comparantis (WB 2, p. 544).
8 Cf. Rep. 1A.33 n. 57: Dico quod […] sic distinguuntur quod ante omnem actum intellectus haec
proprietas distinguitur ab essentia secundum quid (WB 2, p. 327).
9 Rep. 1A.33 n. 60: Illa ergo distinguuntur perfecte quae secundum esse eorum actuale, proprium et
determinatum non sunt eadem simpliciter (WB 2, p. 328).
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distinction itself. It is the latter understanding we need in the present discussion. To
paraphrase again: the determination ‘qualified’ refers to the distinction,meaning that
the powers and the soul by the very nature of things are distinguished in a qualified
manner. They are distinguished as one real thing from another real thing, which are
both unqualifiedly real (rei et rei simpliciter), but their distinction is qualified.10
According to Scotus, the qualified non-identity founding the qualified distinction
by the nature of things is compatible with an identity that is simple and unqualified.
But there are two kinds of qualified non-identity: formal non-identity and non-
identity of adequacy. In the present context only the first is relevant.11 Formal non-
identity appears to be akin to the formal distinction proposed in Reportatio 2.16. Scotus
explains it as follows:
One speaks of the absence of formal identity between two thingswhen the one
does not pertain to the primary and per se notion of the other, in the way the
definition or parts of the definition pertain to the notion of what is defined;
in other words, when neither is included in the formal meaning of the other,
although they are in reality the same, just as ‘being’ and ‘one’ are called the
same (Metaphysics IV).12
Crucially, formal non-identity involves items within one and the same thing. It rests
on mutually exclusive essential definitions (or quiddities). Hence it is assumed to
be compatible with real identity. The paradigm case for Scotus is the distinction
between the divine essence and the relational properties of each of the three Persons
10 Rep. 1A.33 n. 58–59 (WB 2, pp. 327–328). Sed distinctio aliquorum realis secundum quid potest intelligi
dupliciter: uno modo ut haec determinatio deminuens, scilicet ‘secundum quid’, referatur ad
realitatem […] Alio modo potest haec determinatio ‘secundum quid’ referri ad distinctionem. –
Note that Scotus’s analysis of the various senses of distinction allows him to use the term ‘thing’ in
a broad sense now, not just for things that are really distinct (sicut res et res), but also for things that
are formally distinct.
11 Rep. 1A.33 n. 62: Ibi est duplex non-identitas, scilicet non-identitas formalis et non-identitas
adaequata, et utraque est non-identitas secundumquid, quia simul stant cum identitate simpliciter
(WB 2, pp. 329–330); cf. also Rep. 1A.45 n. 47 (WB. 2, p. 553).
12 Rep. 1A.33 n. 63: Dicuntur autem aliqua non habere identitatem formalem quando unumnon est
de per se et primo intellectu alterius (ut definitio vel partes definitionis sunt de inellectu definiti),
sed* quando neutrum includitur in ratione formali alterius, licet tamen sit eadem realiter, sicut
ens et unum dicuntur eadem (IVMetaphysicae [1003b23–35]). (WB 2, p. 330); cf. Rep. 1A.45 n. 20 (WB 2,
p. 544). *Note by the editors (WB): Sed: sic omnes codd.; melius lege scilicet.
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(e.g. Fatherhood and Sonhood).13 The personal properties are distinct ex natura rei (i.e.
distinguished independently of our thinking) but not in such a way that a property
is really different from the reality of the divine essence: they are really identical, and
only formally distinct. The same kind of formal non-identity applies in the case of
the powers of the soul: they are really identical but formally distinct.
As Scotus declares elsewhere, the formal distinction is a kind of real distinction,
albeit in a weaker form:
As the divine essence contains infinite perfections, all of them unitively,
in such a way that they are not different things, so a created essence can
also unitively contain (other) perfections. […] In a creature each perfection
contained is limited, andmore limited than the containing essence considered
as a whole; therefore, each perfection can be called a part of the perfection
[of the whole], not as something really different as another nature would
be, but [just] as some other real perfection. ‘Other’ in the sense of not being
caused by the intellect, but not ‘other’ as we understand when we are talking
of ‘different things’. It is ‘other’ by a minor real difference, provided we call
real every difference not caused by the intellect.14
The various distinctions discussed so far can be summarized as follows. The funda-
mental division is between the conceptual distinction and the distinction based on
the nature of things. The former involves only conceptual entities, the latter reflects
extramental reality. It encompasses two variants: the real distinction in a strict sense
(between items that are unqualifiedly distinct) and the formal distinction, which is
real in a weaker sense in that it obtains between quidditative aspects of a single real
thing (commonly called formalities). This scheme was generally adopted by Scotus’s
followers, for example Petrus Thomae, who spent much effort in elaborating and
13 Scotus’s trinitarian doctrines are treated briefly in Cross (1999), pp. 61–72, extensively in Cross (2004),
pp. 519–562, esp. pp. 534–546, and evenmore extensively in Friedman (2013), pp. 341–416.
14 QMet. 4.2 n. 143: … sicut essentia divina infinitas perfectiones continet, et omnesunitive, sic quodnon
sunt alia res, sic essentia creata potest alias perfectiones unitive continere […] In creatura quaelibet
perfectio contenta limitata est, et limitatior essentia continente secundum totalitatem considerata.
Ideo quaelibet potest dici pars perfectionis, non tamen realiter differens quod sit alia natura, sed alia
perfectio realis – alietate, inquam, non causata ab intellectu; nec tamen tanta quantam intelligimus
cum dicimus ‘diversae res’; sed differentia reali minori, si vocetur differentia realis omnis non
causata ab intellectu. (OPhil. 3, pp. 354–355).
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clarifying the distinctions listed above.15 Relevant for our purposes is that the distinc-
tions ex natura rei (the real and the formal distinction) reflect extramental reality and
cover a domain different from that of the conceptual distinction. This point proved
to be controversial and became the subject of much criticism, for example by Vargas,
as we will see below. The criticism centered around the notion of a ‘formality’.
Until the middle of the fourteenth century the medievals generally assumed
a isomorphism between ‘the world out there’ and the ‘world as cognized’ by the
intellective soul (or the mind) in the sense that our cognition reflects reality and
follows ‘the nature of things’. Scotus and his followers in particular assumed an
ontology of real things as well asmind-independent realities or formalities contained
in these things. For example, man is a finite being, defined as a rational animal. He is
a being that has or contains both animality and rationality, which are considered to
be real entities, called realities or formalities. Animality and rationality are really but
inseparably present inman, who is ‘one thing’; their concepts are distinct, however,
and they reflect ‘the nature of the thing’ (ex natura rei); so they are not ‘really distinct’
but ‘formally distinct’. Another example: God is an infinite being and his essence is
absolutely simple; yet God is said to have attributes like wisdom and justice, which
are formally distinct.
The crucial notions in these examples are: ‘thing’ (res), ‘reality’ and ‘formality’.
These notions are not always understood and used in the same sense by Scotus and
his successors, a consequence of the fact that Scotus himself did not always define the
terms explicitly. The term ‘thing’ (res) is an exception; Scotus discusses it extensively
inQuod. 3,16 but for the present purpose we can take it as denoting any real entity that
exists or can exist on itself (per se), that is: independent of its cause. ‘Thing’ means
something other than reality and formality, and although ‘reality’ can have distinct
meanings, it is generally synonymous with ‘formality’ when used in the context
of the formal distinction. For Scotus ‘all realities are formalities and vice versa’.17
Having noticed that Scotus never gives a formal definition of the notion of ‘formality’,
Grajewski attempted to distill an explicit definition from Scotus’s dispersed remarks
concerning thematter. He summarizes his findings as follows: ‘Its simplest definition
15 See Andersen (2011), p. 99; also Bridges (1959).
16 See e.g. Honnefelder (1990), pp. 3–10.
17 Grajewski (1944), p. 81. Grajewski remarks that ‘formality’ is used by Scotus ‘hundreds of times’
(p. 73) but this seems to be an excessively high estimate. In fact, the term ‘reality’ is used much
more frequently than ‘formality’ as revealed by a search of the first three books of the Lectura and
theOrdinatio: there are 17 occurrences of any form of formalitas against 242 occurrences of forms of
realitas. (Library of Latin Texts – Serie B, in Brepolis Databases: Brepolis Publishers, Turnhout).
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could be: a formality is a positive entity which, antecedently to the operation of the
intellect, is inseparably and really conjoined with the being or essence with which it
is found.’18
A formality is something real; it is not itself a real thing but something of a real
thing (non res sed rei) and it is inseparable from the thing to which it belongs; here
‘inseparable’ is to be taken absolutely; it not only excludes actual separation but also
potential separation; even by the divine power a formality cannot be separated (actual
and potential separability are the criterion for a real distinction). Formalities/realities
exist in a thing, but not in theway that a formdoes, as, for example, an accidental form
such as whiteness or heat exists in a subject; a formality is really identical with its
subject, but ‘formally distinct’ from it and from other formalities in the same subject.
Formalities exist in a subject, as do accidents, but they are not accidents, because the
latter are separable and really distinct. Formalities are not merely conceptual beings
or beings of reason (entia rationis); they are not created by the mind, but recognized in
and abstracted from things. They are apprehended as coming with the nature of the
thing (ex natura rei). The fact that Scotus himself did not provide a clearly articulated
treatment of the notions of ‘reality’ and ‘formality’ was for some of his followers the
reason to search for clarification. Unfortunately, their attempts did not result in a
generally accepted common picture. For our purposes it is not necessary to go into
the development of the various notions proposed by Scotus’s followers.19 Instead, we
may consider the one who is the explicit target of Vargas’s criticism, Gerald of Odo.
2. Vargas’s Rejection of Formalities and the Formal Distinction
Vargas discusses the formal distinction first in QDA and again in the Sentences
commentary. In the latter work Scotus is evidently Vargas’s primary target as he
is mentioned by name. In theQDA Vargas is not very explicit as to who his opponents
are but they are clearly authors who supported a strong realistic interpretation
of formalities as expounded in the anonymous, Tractatus Formalitatum, which is a
patchwork of texts taken from various Scotistic authors like Francis of Meyronnes,
Petrus Thomae, Nicholas Bonet and Gerald of Odo. The latter is the one who is
18 Grajewski (1944), pp. 73–77.
19 The full history of the formalist movement has yet to be written. Useful reviews are: Poppi (1966);
Bolliger (2003), pp. 218–364; Andersen (2011), pp. 12–273. Roth’smonography on FranciscusMeyronnes
is also a treasure trove of relevant sources and texts: Roth (1936), esp. pp. 303–326.
making distinctions 51
extensively and very literally quoted by Vargas (though not mentioned by name,
only referred to as quidam doctor). So I will first consider Vargas’s criticism in the QDA
of Odo’s construal of the formal distinction and then his criticism of the way Scotus
and some of his followers apply the formal distinction in theological issues.
Gerald of Odo’s Formalistic Ontology
Vargas addresses the issue of the formal distinction in a question devoted to the
relative nobility of intellect and will as occasioned by the question ‘Can one and the
same item under the same formal notion be the object of the intellect and the will?’20
He answers the question negatively, after a lengthy presentation and refutation of
the opposite view as expounded by Gerald of Odo in hisDe Intentionibus.21 As Schabel
notes,22 much of Odo’s De Intentionibus has a parallel in distinction 23 of the first
book of his Sentences commentary. According to De Rijk Gerald’sDe Intentionibus is an
adaptation of distinction 23 of his commentary on the first book of the Sentences and
some other parts of the latter.23 It is found in a manuscript (M), which ‘contains the
(unfortunately incomplete) revised and elaborated text of De Intentionibus’.24 There
are redactional differences between the text of this manuscript and the Sentences
versions found in other manuscripts.25 As for the date and the author of the work De
Rijk distinguishes between the original Sentencesmaterial, written by Odo himself,
between 1316 and 1322 (‘we should think of a date before 1320 rather than after’), and
the revised version inmanuscriptM, reworked, ‘it seems obvious’, by a confrère under
Odo’s supervision between 1328 and 1334, ‘with all due reservations’.26
Thepart ofDeIntentionibusdiscussedbyVargas consists of nn. 375 to 405 inDeRijk’s
edition. Almost all of the relevant text has no counterpart in the Sentences versions.27
So Vargas cannot have his text fromOdo’s Sentences commentary. Some chapters of the
20 Vargas, QDA 3.3.1: Utrum unum et idem sub eadem ratione formali sit obiectum intellectus et voluntatis
(f. 92a).
21 De Rijk (2005). Odo’s text will be referred to by means of De Rijk’s ‘chapter number’ supplemented
with page and line numbers. On Odo see Duba and Schabel (2009). In this section I will confine
myself to the elements of Odo’s doctrines that are explicitly attacked by Vargas. See De Rijk (2005)
for an extensive discussion of the contents of Odo’sDe intentionibus.
22 Schabel (2004).
23 De Rijk (2005), p. 9
24 De Rijk (2005), p. 7
25 Notably the manuscripts labeled by the sigla UNVS, De Rijk (2005), p. 7
26 De Rijk (2005), pp. 9–10
27 To be precise: nn. 377–386 and 394–405 are newly added: De Rijk (2005), p. 7
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relevantpart of Odo’sDeIntentionibus appear in the anonymousTractatusFormalitatum,
in particular nn. 388–390 (which happen to be chapters that indeed were taken from
Odo’s Sentences commentary).28
The part of De Intentionibus of interest in the present context focuses on the
status of two ‘intentions’ (that is: the content of two concepts, or what we have
in our mind when we are thinking of two things). The question is whether two
really identical intentions can differ formally or be different ex natura rei.29 For the
right understanding of the question, Odo deems it necessary to discuss the notion of
‘reality’ first. Odo articulates the conventional division of reality in two domains, that
of beings outside the soul and that of beings inside the soul. He calls both kinds of
beings ‘things’ or ‘realities’ (res or realitates: the terms seem to be used interchangeably
here). Extramental things are singular, unqualified, primary and expressing ‘this
something’, whereas things in themind are universal, qualified, secondary and ‘of
a kind’. The qualifications of the entities within each domain are fully coextensive;
for example, a singular exists in an unqualified way, is a primary being and can be
pointed out as ‘this thing’; likewise, a universal has only being in a qualified sense, is
a secondary being and denotes the kind of a thing.30 Odo does not give examples, but
the Tractatus Formalitatum illustrates the domain of singulars with ‘Socrates’ and that
of universals with ‘animal’.31
The notions of ‘quiddity’ and ‘formality’ are associated with the second realm of
realities, that of universals. The quiddity, or what-the-thing-is, expresses a reality
that is universal, qualified, secondary and specifying the kind of the thing. This is
so because the quiddity is the natural answer to the question ‘what is it?’ According
28 Tr. Form. 3 (f. 267L, 267Q). The Tractatus is included in the Venice 1520 edition of works of Francis of
Meyronnes (ff. 263ra–268va). Its subject matter is the question whether items that are distinguished
formally are distinguished really (Utrum illa quae distinguuntur formaliter distinguantur raliter). I will
cite it according to ed. Venice 1520 as follows: Tr. Form. 2 (f. 265D) = article 2 at folio nr 265 section
marked D.
29 Odo,De Int. n. 375: Queritur utrum due intentiones possint formaliter distingui vel esse diversa ex
natura rei, stante inter illas ydemptitate reali (p. 563).
30 Odo,De Int. n. 388: Prima divisio est quod rerum alie sunt universales, alie singulares […] Secunda
divisio quod realitatum alia est realitas simpliciter, alia secundum quid […] Tertia divisio est quod
realitatum alia prima, alia secunda […] Quarta divisio est quod realitatum alia est realitas hoc aliquid,
alia quale quid […] Hec autem divisio coincidit cum aliis precedentibus; realitas enim singularis
est realitas simpliciter et realitas prima est realitas hoc aliquid, sed realitas universalis est realitas
secundum quid, realitas secunda, realitas quale quid. (p. 568). Cf. VargasQDA 3.3.1 (p. 92b); cf. also Tr.
Form. 3 f. 267LM.
31 Tr. Form. 3 (f. 267M).
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to Odo, only a universal reality is naturally fit to answer such a question and be
predicated of the relevant item. So, a quiddity is a universal reality. But a reality that
is universal, qualified, secondary and specifying is formally a reality or a formality:
quiddity and formality are the same. Therefore, being different in terms of realities
that are universal amounts to being different in terms of quiddities or to differing
quidditatively, as well as to differing in terms of formal realities and to differing
formally.32
The meaning of the claim that a formal distinction outside the intellect is
compatible with real identity can now be explained as follows. Asking whether a
formal distinction is compatible with the unity implied by real identity amounts to
asking whether two items can differ in terms of realities that are universal, qualified,
secondary and expressing a specification, while there is at the same time between
the items some sort of identity in a reality that is singular, unqualified, primary and
expressing ‘this thing’. This question is the counterpart of the other situation, where
two items can differ in terms of singular realities while there is at the same time
identity between the items in a universal reality, as is the case with the difference
between Socrates et Plato, or any other two real entities belonging to the same species,
which do not differ in any universal reality, for any universal that is in the one entity
is also in the other.33
According to Odo it is indeed possible for two ‘intentions’ to differ formally ex
natura rei while remaining really identical.34 To show that Aristotle also holds this
conclusion, Odo adduces a number of quotations from the former’s works (which
are briefly reported by Vargas).35 But Odo also wants to show that his conclusion
is necessitated by reason. His principal argument for the claim that in one simple
singular entity realities canbe formally different by thenature of things is providedby
32 Odo,De Int. n. 389: … quidditas vel quod quid est dicit realitatem universalem […] quare quidditas
est universalis realitas […] realitas universalis est universaliter (vel saltem sumitur universaliter
ut) formalis realitas […] Differre per realitatem universalem […] est differre per quidditatem et
quidditative [… et] est differre per realitatem formalem et formaliter (p. 569). Cf. VargasQDA 3.3.1
(f. 92b). In this passage the term formalitas is not used byOdo; it is added byVargaswhenhe citesOdo:
quia quiditas et formalitas idem est. Cf. also Tr. Form. 3 f. 267Q (the latter text is partly unintelligible!).
33 Odo,De Int. n. 391: Dico igitur quod querere utrum due intentiones possint differre formaliter ex
natura rei, stante inter eas ydemptitate reali, est querere utrum due intentiones possint differre per
realitates universales et secundum quid et secundas et per qualia que stante inter eas ydemptitate in
aliqua una realitate singulari et simpliciter et hoc aliquo. (p. 570). Cf. Vargas,QDA 3.3.1 (p. 93a).
34 Odo,De Int. n. 392: Ad questionem igitur sic intellectam dico quod est possibile duas intentiones
differe formaliter ex natura rei, stante inter eas ydemptitate reali (p. 570)
35 Odo,De Int. nn. 393–397 (pp. 570–573), succinctly reported by Vargas,QDA 3.3.1 (p. 93a).
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the case of the First Cause, i.e. God. All the attributes of the First Cause, such as justice
and wisdom, are one and the same singularity, identity, and most simple reality.
Yet they differ formally in terms of what they are, i.e., as quiddities and universal
realities, and as realities that are qualified and secondary and indicating ‘this thing’.
Therefore, it is possible that some items differ formally by the nature of things, while
there is, at the same time, real identity between them. The premise, that all attributes
of the First Cause are one simple reality, rests on the undisputed assumption of
God’s absolute simplicity, which is acknowledged by everyone. Yet the attributes
are formally distinct, as Odo shows in several arguments (which Vargas faithfully
reports).36
Vargas’s criticism of Odo’s theses starts with a blunt rejection of Odo’s approach,
which he deems totally impossible, both with respect to its assumptions and with
respect to its conclusions. Vargas rejects Odo’s fundamental division of reality in two
domains. He holds that only concrete, singular entities are real: every reality in the
world is a reality that is singular, unqualified, primary and concrete. The quiddity
of a thing expresses a reality that is singular, unqualified, primary and ‘this thing’.
Since a quiddity is a singular reality or a thing, differing in terms of quiddities means
differing in terms of real things. To differ formally and quidditatively means to differ
in terms of a reality that is singular, unqualified, primary, ‘this thing’.37 It follows that
to differ formally is to differ by a singular reality. For if a quiddity is a singular reality,
to differ formally and quidditatively means to differ in terms of a singular reality, an
unqualified, primary reality that is a concrete thing. Thus Vargas establishes his own
position that a distinction between two formalities (distinctio formalitatis et formalitatis)
necessarily entails a distinction between two things (distinctio rei et rei).38
Basically, Vargas’s criticism of Odo’s understanding of the formal distinction
comes down to a rejection of Odo’s realist interpretation of formalities. For Vargas
the domain of universal quiddities and formalities is in no way real; only concrete
particulars are real.
36 Odo,De Int. nn. 401–405 (pp. 574–476). Cf. Vargas,QDA 3.3.1 (p. 93b–94a).
37 Vargas,QDA 3.3.1: … omnis realitas de mundo est realitas singularis, realitas simpliciter, realitas
prima, et hoc aliquid … quod-quid-est et quidditas dicit realitatem singularem, realitatem sim-
pliciter, hoc aliquid … differre formaliter et quidditative est differre per singularem realitatem, per
realitatem simpliciter primam, hoc aliquid (p. 94b–95b).
38 Note, incidentally, that Vargas is not the first argue that the formal distinction must come down to
a real distinction. Peter Auriol and William Ockham did so too. Cf. Auriol,Quod. 1:Utrum in aliqua re
formalitas et realitas distinguantur (1605, f. 2) and Ockam,Ordinatio 1.2.1:Utrum sit omnimoda identitas
inter essentiam divinam et perfectiones attributales (OTh. pp. 3–49).
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Vargas maintains that a quiddity is a singular reality or a thing, so differing in
terms of quiddities means differing in terms of real things.39
Vargas offers an argument for his own position that is best presented in the form
of a binary tree (Table 1).
table 1 Theoretically possible states of a formality and their implication for the formal distinction (fd)
according to Vargas
A formality is
either nothing > fd. is nothing
or something
either conceptual > fd. is conceptual
or real
either not a thing > fd. is nothing
or a thing
(a) either the same as its reality > this is impossible
(b) or different from the latter > fd. is a real distinction
Vargas checks the various possibilities of what a formality can be and its consequence
for the status of the formal distinction. The fundamental assumption is that a
formality is associated with or belongs to a reality or a real thing. The gist of the
argument is that a formal distinction cannot be a separate kind of distinction: it is
either nothing at all, a conceptual distinction, or a real distinction, which is what
Vargas himself proposes.40 According to Vargas, that a formal distinction is a real
39 Vargas,QDA 3.3.1: His ergo suppositis, facile est videre quod distinctio formalitatis et formalitatis,
eo modo quo loquitur iste doctor de formalitatibus, arguit [arguunt ed] necessario distinctionem
rei et rei. […] Quae differunt per quidditates, differunt per realitates et realiter; haec patet ex tertia
suppositione, quia differre formaliter et quidditative est differre per realitates singulares, etc.; sed
quae differungt per formalitates, differunt per quidditates, cum quidditates sint formalitates per
eos; ergo quae differunt per formalitates differunt per realitates sive realiter (p. 96a).
40 Vargas,QDA 3.3.1: Formalitas sumpta praecise ut formalitas est et ut distincta formaliter ab alia
formalitate, vel est aliquid, vel nihil. Si nihil, ergo distinctio formalitatis nulla; si aliquid: vel realis,
vel rationis; si rationis, ergo distinctio formalis ut sic est distinctio rationis; si reale, vel est aliqua
res, vel nulla res; si nulla res, ergo nihil, cum nihil et nulla res in his quae sunt extra animam
aequipolleant, secundum regulam beati Augustini superius allegatam;* si aliqua res, vel est illa
res quae supponitur ut realitas, aut alia; si illa, sequitur quod idem erit principium identificans
et diversificans, quod est impossibile; si alia, ergo sunt ibi duae res distinctae, et per consequens
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distinction follows when a formality is thought to be a reality or a thing. For in that
case there are only two options: (a) either the formality is the same as the reality of the
thing it belongs to, or (b) it is a different thing. The first option, (a), cannot be the case,
for distinction and identity cannot be based on one and the same principle. A thing’s
reality ensures its being ‘this thing’, a thing different from other things, whereas its
formality or quiddity accounts for its being the kind of thing it is and its being similar
to things having the same quiddity. So the only option remaining is (b). But then we
are in fact talking about two distinct things, whichmeans that the formal distinction
comesdownto adistinctionbetween two real things, in otherwords: a real distinction.
Interestingly, Vargas’s criticism as voiced in the arguments just reported is almost
identical to an objection replied to by Odo.41 In the Third Article of hisDe Intentionibus
Odo deals with several arguments cuiusdam doctoris contra meam sententiam. No clues
are found inOdo’s text or inDeRijk’s introduction as towho this certain doctormight
be. What is intriguing about this situation is that Vargas’s critical arguments sound
pretty much the same as the objections replied to by Odo, but that Vargas, although
obviously very familiar with Odo’s treatise, does not seem to take into account Odo’s
replies.Why does Vargas disregardOdo’s replies? Given the current state of learning it
is impossible to provide an answer to this question that goes beyondmere speculation.
Scotus’s Theological Applications
Vargas’s refutation of the formal distinction in theQDA is very general and does not
refer to particular theological issues, in contrast toOdo’s principal argument in favour
of the formal distinction,which in fact involved the divine attributes. Vargas discusses
the problem of the divine attributes in distinction 8 of his commentary on Sentences
distingui formaliter est distingui realiter, quod est propositum (p. 97a). *Augustine,DeDoctrina
Christiana 1.2: quod enim nulla res est, omnino nihil est.
41 Odo,De Int. n. 422: Illa formalitas sumpta precise ut formalitas ut est formaliter distinctiva, vel est
aliqua res, vel nulla res. Cum autem ‘nichil’ et ‘nulla res’ equipolleant – secundum Augustinum,
primoDe doctrina christiana – sequitur quod differre per duas formalitates sit differre per duo nihila;
quod est contra me. Si est aliqua res, vel est illa res que supponebatur ut realitas, vel alia. Si illa,
sequitur quod idem erit principiumydemptificans et diversificans, quod est impossibile. Si alia, ergo
sunt ille due res distincte, et per consequens distinctio est realis, quod est contra positionemmeam,
cumponamquod sine distinctione reali est distinctio formalis (p. 586). Odo’s reply is in n. 425 (p. 587).
Odo,De Int. n. 423: Que differunt per quidditates, differunt per realitates et realiter, cum quidditates
sint realitates seu formalitates. Sed que differunt per formalitates, differunt per quidditates, cum
formalitates sint quidditates (ut concessum est). Ergo que differunt per formalitates sive formaliter,
differunt realiter, quod est contra me (p. 586). Odo’s reply is in n. 426 (p. 587).
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I, for the most part reacting to the position of Scotus and some of his followers. For
Scotus and a number of Scotists one important reason, if not the main reason, for
using the formal distinction in their theological discoursewas its capability to provide
an intelligible account of the nature of God; the distinction was supposed to make it
possible to reconcile God’s absolute simplicity with a multiplicity of attributes and
properties as recognized by the human intellect, without, however, making these
attributes and properties mere constructions of the humanmind. Without having
the force of a real distinction simpliciter, the formal distinction was still somehow
mind-independent, ‘taken from the nature of the thing’ (ex natura rei). Vargas argues
at length that Scotus’s formal distinction cannot hold in the matter at hand.42 Even
worse: anymind-independent distinction ex natura rei is impossible here, despite the
arguments of Scotus and his followers.43 Vargas’s own position is that God (‘the first
among beings’) is just one something, and not ‘something and something’, excluding
every distinction and non-identity ex natura rei between God’s attributal perfections,
such as justice and wisdom. According to Vargas, these perfections amount to things
that are virtually distinct ex natura rei, and conceptually distinct among themselves
and from the divine essence.44 Like the formulation of the claim concerning the
distinction between the powers of the soul (cited at the beginning of this chapter),
this one again combines identity and distinction in a manner that might readily
evoke Scotus’s formal distinction, had not Vargas so explicitly argued against it. So
again the question arises: how does Vargas construe the distinction?
For an answer to this question wemay look at another theological issue where
the formal distinction was proposed (by Scotus and his followers) to be of help:
the distinction between the divine essence and the relative properties of the three
42 Vargas, Sent. 1.8.un. Scotus’s arguments: (c. 37368–37429); cf. Scotus: Ord. 1.8.1.4 n. 187, n. 189 (Vat. 4,
pp. 258–259); n. 177. (ib., p. 246). Vargas’s reply: (c. 37757–37916).
43 Vargas, Sent. 1.8.un. Scotus’s arguments are at c. 37548–37614 and 37719–37756; the arguments of his
followers, Landulphus of Caracciolo andMeyronnes, at c. 37615–28 and c. 37628–3775 respectively (Note,
incidentally, that Vargas’s list of Meyronnes’s contradictions is evidently taken from the second
version of the latter’s Sentences commentary, a reportatio, also known as ‘Summa Simplicitas’; it does
fully agree with the list given there and not with the slightly different list in Meyronnes’s final
version, the Conflatus. See W. Duba and C. Schabel (2011), here pp. 179–181). Vargas’s replies are at
c. 37757–38157.
44 Vargas, Sent. 1.8.un.: Quarta conclusio est quod quamvis perfectiones attributales Primi sint tantum
unum aliquid absolutum, et non aliquid et aliquid extra intellectu aliqualiter, aequipollent tamen
[tantum ed] distinctis rebus ex natura rei virtualiter. […] Ex ista conclusione sequitur correlarie quod
perfectiones attributales in Primo distinguuntur inter se et ab essentia [absentia ed] secundum
rationem sive conceptibiliter (c. 37143–46; 37216–18).
58 chapter 3
persons. In the part of his Sentences commentary devoted to this issue, Vargas treats
the following two strictly parallel questions: Is the divine essence really the same as
the relative properties? and: Is the divine essence formally the same as the relative
properties?45 It is again not necessary to consider Vargas’s theological views in
detail, we can just look at his conclusion concerning a formal distinction. Vargas’s
understanding of ‘formal identity’ is in line with that espoused in the QDA (in the
discussion with Odo): ‘formal identity’ means identity of formalities: ‘formally’ can
be taken as referring to formalities, just as ‘really’ refers to realities; so the meaning
of the second question would be whether the divine essence is the same formality as
the relative properties, or a different one; or whether essence and property are the
same formality, or different ones.46 Vargas’s conclusion is that the divine essence and
properties are formally the same, excluding every distinction or non-identity.47 And
once more he rejects ‘the fairly common opinion’ (opinio satis communis), ascribed to
‘Scotus and his partisans’ consisting of the claims that, in God, the essence and a
relational property (such as the Father’s Fatherhood) are distinct without any activity
of our intellect, and that the essence and relational properties are formally distinct.
In two remarks, Vargas makes sufficiently clear what he feels about the formal
distinction. To Vargas the opinion of Scotus seems to be completely without reason
(irrationalis omnino).48 And he nicely summarizes his objections to the formal dis-
tinction in a way that echoes the verdict he gave in the QDA: The arguments for
proposing a formal distinction are unconvincing. For, if anything, they all prove a
real distinction, which, however, is explicitly denied by its supporters. It is one of the
major shortcomings of the position that every argument proving a formal distinction
by the nature of things can be returned, for it will prove a real distinction as well ‘as
is evident to anyone considering their arguments’.49
45 Vargas, Sent. 1.31–34.1–2:Utrum essentia divina sit eadem realiter proprietatibus relativis (c. 58827);Utrum
essentia divina sit eadem formaliter proprietatibus (c. 59927).
46 Vargas, Sent. 1.31–34.2: […] potest accipi ly ‘formaliter’ secundum quod potest dici a formalitate
sicut realiter a realitate; et tunc esset sensus utrum essentia sit eadem formalitas [formalis ed] cum
proprietatibus relativis, vel alia et alia, sive utrum essentiae et proprietatis sit eadem formalitas
sive alia et alia. Unde, sicut ista propositio ‘essentia est eadem realiter paternitati’ aequivalet isti
‘essentia est eadem res cum paternitate’, sive isti ‘essentiae et paternitatis est eadem realitas et non
alia’, sic et ista ‘essentia est eadem formaliter paternitati’ aequivalet isti ‘essentia est eadem res cum
paternitate’, sive isti ‘essentiae et paternitati est eadem formalitas et non alia et alia’ (c. 59951–61).
47 Vargas, Sent. 1.31–34.2 (c. 6006–55)
48 Vargas, Sent. 1.31–34.2: […] salvomeliori iudicio videturmihi quod haec opinio sit irrationalis omnino.
(c. 6021–9)
49 Vargas, Sent. 1.33–34.2: Necmotiva opinionis concludunt. Quia omnia probant distinctionem realem,
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Vargas’s fundamental objection to the notion of ‘formal distinction’ appears to be
that it implies ‘distinct formalities’ which would be equivalent to ‘distinct realities’,
that is, things that are in fact really distinct. For Vargas, Gerald of Odo is a follower
of Scotus and he certainly defends such a view. However, it would not be a mistake
to call it a Scotistic position generally. The question whether ‘formal non-identity’
implies ‘formal distinction’ and even ‘distinct formalities’ is explicitly addressed both
by Scotus himself and by his associate and secretary, William of Alnwick, with a reply
to the negative.50
3. The Evolution of the Conceptual Distinction
When the right combination of identity and distinction cannot be delivered by a
formal distinction, what then is the alternative? What does Vargasmean by saying
that the powers of the soul are really one power but conceptually diverse or that God’s
attributal perfections preclude any distinction in God, yet are virtually distinct ex
natura rei? Specifically, how did Vargas’s notion of a conceptual distinction ex natura rei
arise and how is it to be understood? To these questions the present section is devoted.
Early Initiatives
As noted above, simply dividing distinctions into a real and a conceptual distinction
proved to be inadequate to deal with the problem that something that is in reality one
thing still admits some kind of distinction. In the case of the powers of the intellective
soul, Scotus’s solutionwas that the powers are both really identical with the essence of
the soul and formally distinct from it and fromeach other,with the formal distinction
being a weak form of the real distinction. Vargas, in contrast, proposed that they are
really one power but distinct in terms of their conceptual content (una potentia realiter,
diversa secundum rationem), which suggests that for him the classical pair of a real and
conceptual distinction would be sufficient.51 But thematter is not as simple as that: it
si aliquam probant, quam tamen omnino negant; et iste est unus de principalioribus defectus huius
positionis, quia omnis ratio quam adducunt ad probandum distinctionem formalem ex natura rei
potest reduci contra eos, quia per eam probabitur distinctio realis, ut patet videnti rationes eorum
(c. 60356–64).
50 See Scotus’s Quaestio de Formalitatibus, edited by Emery and Smith (2014) and Alnwick’s First
Quodlibetal Question, in Ledoux (1937).
51 Another instance of this kind of distinction can be observed in the way Gonsalvus of Spain
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turns out that Vargas has in mind a very special sense of the conceptual distinction: a
distinction that applies to an entity that is absolutely one and the same, but in which
we can discern features that are virtually equivalent to distinct concepts and in fact
‘by the nature of the thing’ force the intellect to conceive them as distinct. How this
is to be understood will be explained shortly. First let us have a quick glance at the
evolution of the notion of the conceptual distinction.
At the beginning of the fourteenth century the notion of the conceptual distinc-
tion (distinctio rationis) was still evolving. By the time Peter Thomae had elaborated
his doctrine of distinctions, probably around the 1330s, two kinds of conceptual dis-
tinction were acknowledged, which later came to be known as the distinctio rationis
ratiocinantis and the distinctio rationis ratiocinatae (sometimes translated as: ‘distinction
of reasoning reason’ and ‘distinction of reasoned reason’). Peter Thomae himself dis-
tinguished ‘between a pure distinction of reason and a non-pure distinction, one that
has some admixture of the real distinction in it.’52 According to Knebel,53 Peter Auriol
first proposed a division of the conceptual distinction in two kinds: one originating
directly from the intellect, and one originating from the nature of the thing, as in
this tricky passage:
One kind of conceptual distinction originates from the intellect itself, namely
the one that is based on themodes of conceiving implicitly and explicitly (as
in the difference between the definition and what is being defined), or clearly
and vaguely, or as developing and static, or of conceiving concretely and in the
abstract (which are grammatical modes). Another kind originates from the
nature of the thing: one that is concerned with formal objects; one thing has
more than another the potentiality of moving the intellect in several ways
and even in totally different ways […], which is the reason why such a thing is
several things in terms of modes or concepts, while the plurality precedes the
act of the intellect.54
characterizes the relation between agent and possible intellect: Dico quod intellectus agens prout
est aliquid animae realiter non differt ab intellectu possibili, sed sunt una potentia realiter, differentes
solum secundum rationem. Gonsalve d’Espagne:Quaestiones Disputatae et de Quolibet (ed. Amorós 1935,
p. 271). In his monograph devoted to the psychology of Gonsalvus, Martel remarks on this text:
L’ expression realiter distinctae secundum rationem n’est-elle pas identique à la distinction rationis realis
d’Olivi? Martel (1969, p. 117 n. 58). I leave this question for further research.
52 Bridges (1959), pp. 57–68.
53 Knebel (2002), p. 148: ‘C’ est à Pierre Auriol que l’ on doit d’ avoir en 1316 proposé formellement une
dichotomie de la distinctio rationis’. See also: Knebel (2009).
54 Peter Auriol, Scriptum 1.8 s. 23 n. 124: Sed distinctio rationis quaedam oritur ex ipso intellectu, ut illa
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Two kinds of the conceptual distinction were also distinguished byWilliam of
Ockham in the second question of his third Quodlibet:
… it should be noted that ‘to be conceptually distinct’ is taken in two ways.
In one way, it is taken properly insofar as it belongs to different things that
have diverse descriptions. […] From this it is clear that things that are really
distinct can also be conceptually distinct in this sense. […] Alternatively,
‘to be conceptually distinct’ is taken improperly, insofar as it belongs to
a single thing. […] And to be conceptually distinct in this sense is to have
diverse concepts or to answer to diverse concepts. For one and the same thing,
unchanged and without any diversity or plurality on its own part, answers
to distinct meanings or concepts in the way that a signified thing answers to
diverse signs.55
Much of the ideas reported above will return in the way James of Pamiers and, in his
footsteps, Alphonsus Vargas characterize the conceptual distinction ex natura rei.
James of Pamiers and Alphonsus Vargas: Varieties of the Conceptual Distinction
Vargas’s treatment of the conceptual distinction is found inQDA 2.4.1, which consists
of two parts: Can there be a conceptual distinction between two real things? (n. 5)
and: Does a conceptual distinction in a thing necessarily imply a distinction or non-
identity in that thing preceding every act of the intellect? (n. 29). The replies to
these questions are yes and no, respectively, and provide the groundwork for Vargas’s
quae estpenesmodos concipiendi implicite et explicite, sicutdiffert definitio et definitum, vel clare et
obscure, velmodo fieri et quietis, vel concreti et abstracti, qui suntmodi grammaticales. Et quaedam
oritur ex natura rei, ut illa quae est formalium obiectorum; habet enim aliqua res quod moveat
intellectum pluribus modis quam alia, et omnino aliis modis, sicut expresse videmus; propter quod
talis res est plura modaliter sive conceptibiliter, pluralitate praeveniente actum intellectus (Ed.
E.M. Buytaert, St. Bonaventure, 1952–1956, p. 1006).
55 William of Ockham,Quod. 3.2: Sciendum quod ‘distingui ratione’ dupliciter accipitur. Unomodo
proprie, secundum quod competit diversis quae habent diversas descriptiones … Ex quo patet quod
sic distingui ratione possunt etiam illa quae distinguuntur realiter … Aliter accipitur ‘distingui
ratione’ improprie, secundum quod competit uni … Et sic distingui ratione est habere diversas
rationes, sive correspondere diversis rationibus. Sic enim unum et idem realiter, non variatum, sine
omni diversitate et pluralitate ex parte rei, correspondet distinctis rationibus sive conceptibus, sicut
res significata correspndet diversis signis (OTh. 9, pp. 209–210). Translation by Freddoso and Kelley
in William of Ockham (1991), p. 177.
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understanding of the conceptual distinction ex natura rei, an understanding which
seems not to be original with Vargas, however. The first subquestion corresponds
to the first question of the Quodlibet of James of Pamiers,56 but Vargas’s borrowing
from James does not stop there. James of Pamiers presents an extensive analysis of the
ways things can be conceptually distinct, and Vargas draws extensively on his work.57
Following Pamiers, Vargas disputes a rigid demarcation line between the extra-
mental domain of real beings and the domain of conceptual entities or ‘beings of
reason’. According to ‘some authors’58 these two domains are mutually exclusive and
so are their respective properties: the properties of being really the same and being
really different are incompatible with conceptual being, and conversely, being con-
ceptually the same or different is incompatible with real being (n. 7). Also, being
conceptually distinct presupposes conceptual beings or conceptual being; the latter
is incompatible with real being; so being conceptually distinct is not possible for real
beings (n. 8). In addition, the items to be distinguished by a conceptual distinction
are either real things (res) or not real things (non res); in the former case they are distin-
guished as two real things and consequently by a real distinction, not by a conceptual
distinction; in the latter case we have by definition a conceptual distinction (n. 9).
According to Vargas (and Pamiers) this view is not philosophically sound. He
maintains that being conceptually distinct is not at all incompatiblewith real entities
and he develops this claim by arguing for the following propositions:
– Conceptual identity (identitas rationis) is not incompatible with real entities;
– Conceptual being (esse rationis) is not incompatible with real entities;
– Being conceptually distinct (distinctio rationis) is not incompatible with real
entities.
56 James of Pamiers,Quod. 1:Utrum inter extrema realia quorum utrumque est res possit esse distinctio rationis
(Cesena, 1630, p. 9). On Pamiers and his Quodlibet see C. Schabel (ed.) (2006–2007). According to
Courtenay James of Pamiers’ Quodlibet took place rather late, ‘certainly after 1329 and probably in
1332’ (Schabel, o.c., p. 694). Note that in Cesena 1630 Pamiers’ Quodlibet is printed as Gerard of Siena’s
Quodlibet II.
57 Vargas incorporates the substance of this analysis practicallywithoutmodification, but alsowithout
giving a name or even an anonymous reference like quidam doctor. The section Fontes at the end of
the edition shows the extent of Vargas’s borrowings.
58 Quidam doctores (n. 6). Vargas does not give names, but he appears to have in mind authors like
Peter Auriol and Francis of Meyronnes, as evidenced by later remarks that some of his own claims
are conceded by unus istorum doctorum, scilicet Aureolus (n. 12) and ab aliquo istorum doctorum scilicet a
Francisco deMayronis (n. 13).
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The third proposition is in fact his answer to the question at hand, and it is the
same as the answer given by James of Pamiers. However, Vargas does not follow
Pamiers slavishly. The first two propositions are theses of his ownmaking. In addi-
tion, Vargas does not simply take over the arguments offered by Pamiers for the third
proposition; he borrows only two of Pamiers’ six arguments and in addition develops
his own reasoning. In the first step Vargas shows that conceptual identity or concep-
tual sameness (identitas rationis) is not incompatible with real entities. Real entities,
like two humans, are by definition really distinct and necessarily share the identity
or unity of their species and this specific unity is in fact a conceptual unity (n. 12).
Moreover, the unity or identity of being holds for all real entities, God and creatures
alike; since this unity is not real, conceptual identity, and therefore conceptual distinc-
tion too, is compatible with real beings (n. 13).59 Next, Vargas establishes the second
proposition: that conceptual being (esse rationis) is not incompatible with real entities.
When items can have conceptual identity, they can also have conceptual being. This
can be seen as follows. Conceptual identity necessarily presupposes conceptual being;
if conceptual being is incompatible with something, then conceptual identity will
be incompatible too; on the other hand, if conceptual identity is not incompatible
with something, then neither will conceptual being be. Now, real entities can have
conceptual identity, aswas concluded in the first step; so they can also have conceptual
being (n. 15). Moreover, to be cognized and to be conceived are clearly instances of
conceptual being, as they are produced by reason; but we can obviously cognize and
59 The claims formulated in n. 12 and n. 13 reflect Vargas’s rejection of some Scotistic views presented
in earlier questions:QDA 1.3.1Utrum unitas specifica sit unitas realis (p. 6a) andQDA 1.3.2Utrum ratio
entis dicta in communi de Deo et creatura sit una ratio realis (p. 7b). As for the unity of a species: Vargas
rejects Scotus’s thesis that this unity is real, although less than numerical, and not arising from
any action of the intellect. For Vargas, specific unity is merely conceptual. It cannot be real. One
reason is as follows. Between two individuals, e.g. Plato and Socrates, a real diversity obtains; so
it is impossible that between them there is also the opposite of such a diversity, namely a real
unity; still, there surely is specific unity between these two individuals; consequently, that specific
unity cannot be real. As for the notion of being, Vargas rejects Scotus’s claim that being is a notion
univocally said of God and creatures and real in the sense of not being fabricated by the intellect.
According to Vargas, it is impossible that the notion of being be univocally common to God and
creatures. A common notion is construed by denying the specific notions under it and being
indifferent with respect to them; but when the subordinate notions of being are taken away,
namely actuality and potentiality, then what is left is completely nothing (because actuality and
potentiality together make up all being). But even if one would accept such a univocal notion,
then it would still be totally impossible for it to be real, since God and creatures are real but
do not have any reality in common, so the notion of being cannot be real, even if it would be
univocal.
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conceive real beings as such, because otherwise we would not have any cognition of
reality at all. So real beings can have conceptual identity as well (n. 16). Finally, Vargas
argues for the third proposition: that being conceptually distinct (distinctio rationis) is
not incompatible with real entities. The reason is that being conceptually distinct
and being conceptually the same are properties of equal standing; so, when the one
applies to entities, the other can apply as well. Now, it has been established already
that conceptual identity is not adverse to real entities (in the first proposition); so the
samemust go for conceptual distinction (n. 18). The same conclusion can be reached
as follows: A conceptual distinction is compatible with conceptual being; since the
latter is compatible with real beings (from the second proposition), the former must
likewise be compatible with real beings (n. 19).
The thesis that a conceptual distinction is not adverse to real entities requires
the right understanding of the notion of being conceptually distinct, so Vargas now
sets out to explain that notion inmore detail. Here he again follows Pamiers quite
closely, sometimes adding a clarifying remark to the latter’s exposition. There are
two kinds of conceptual distinction and two ways in which it can be present in real
entities (n. 22). A conceptual distinction can be founded on items that are conceptual
(immediate oritur ab extremis rationis). In this case the distinction obtains between
concepts, like a genus concept and a species concept; this distinction (DR2 for short)
corresponds to the conceptual distinction as commonly accepted: the conceptual
distinction in the proper or strict sense; it is founded on reason and its extremes are
beings of reason ( fundata in ratione et etiam ea a quibus nascitur sunt a ratione). But there
is another kind of conceptual distinction: a conceptual distinction can be directly
established by the intellect (immediate est a ratione fabricata, DR1 for short) on the basis
of relating an item to itself (ex eo quod comparatur idem ad seipsum) or on the basis of
immediately apprehending items as just two different items (ex eo quod apprehendit
aliqua diversa ut diversa sunt). Vargas does not explain here what he means by ‘relating
an item to itself ’. Presumably he has in mind something like ‘A is (the same as) A’,
an identity relation that is commonly considered to be a relation of reason (cf. also
n. 31). As for ‘apprehending two things as diverse’, thismay refer to the awareness that
two things cannot be immediately recognized as the same and are (to be) described
differently.60
Characteristic of the latter kind of distinction (DR1) is that it arises ‘somehow
from the nature of the thing’ (aliquomodo oritur ex natura rei). Now, this can happen
60 VargasQDA 2.4, n. 22 (1566, p. 38a). Cf. Pamiers,Quod. 1 (1630, p. 15).
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in two ways (n. 41, 43): either because the nature of the thing requires it (ex natura
rei necessitantis) or because the nature of the thing does not oppose to it (ex natura
rei non repugnantis). In the first case (DR1a) a thing forces the intellect to conceive
it in distinct concepts, more precisely: ‘the nature of the thing’ forces the intellect
to form distinct concepts. The concepts of genus and difference are an example. In
order to understand ‘man’ at least two concepts are required, a genus concept, namely
‘animal’ and a difference concept, namely ‘rationality’. In the second case (DR1b) the
nature of the thing does not oppose to being conceived differently. The latter case is
exemplified by the distinction between a definition and what is being defined, since
it is not adverse to a thing to be conceived both implicitly and explicitly, for example,
a person can be conceived simply as ‘man’ or in the definition ‘rational animal’. The
difference betweenDR1a andDR1b seems to be that inDR1a the distinction is between
what the second-order notions of genus and difference refer to (i.e. their content),
whereas in DR1b the distinction is between an unanalyzed and an analyzed concept
(conceptus confusus et distinctus, n. 32). In both cases, however, the distinction has its
root in reality. Nevertheless, as Vargas is eager to emphasize, although DR1 is ‘in
a way’ based on the nature of the thing, this does not permit us to call it simply a
distinctio ex natura rei, because it does not posit any distinction or non-identity in the
thing itself (n. 41). This cautionary note is in line with his refusal to reify formalities
like ‘animality’ and ‘rationality’ in the way a Scotist like Gerald of Odo had done (see
above).
Given these distinctions Vargas can resolve the opposition between the view of
his opponents that real entities do not admit a conceptual distinction and his own
view that a conceptual distinction can very well go along with real entities (n. 22).
When a distinction is directly based on conceptual beings (‘is in conceptual beings
as in its subject’), it is a conceptual distinction in the strict sense (DR2); however,
when a distinction involves (real) entities as they are cognized by the intellect, it
is conceptual in a wider sense; it involves items that have the kind of conceptual
being that is compatible with real beings. Simpler perhaps: a conceptual distinction
in the wider sense (DR1) is a distinction between objects of themind that can refer
to real or to conceptual entities. A conceptual distinction in the strict sense (DR2)
cannot in any way obtain in the domain of real beings, since it is a distinction
between items that have conceptual being only and is present in these items as its
subject; conceptual items as such provide the immediate foundation for a conceptual
distinction. A conceptual distinction in the wider sense, on the other hand, does not
have its extremes as its founding subject, but only as its end term or its object: when
real beings are cognized or understood, they are the end term or the object of amental
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act; when the intellect construes a distinction between such entities (for example:
between cognized stone and a cognized animal), the distinction involves the real
entities not in themselves but insofar as they are cognized or as objects of the mind
(n. 23; cf. n. 16).
According to Vargas, the claim that a conceptual distinction can only apply to
conceptual entities (cf. n. 7) is false, because it overlooks the fact that there are two
kinds of conceptual distinction. The strictly conceptual distinction, DR2, which arises
immediately from conceptual entities, is indeed incompatible with real entities. But
the conceptual distinction, which is forged immediately by reason and somehow
reflects the nature of things, DR1, can very well be compatible with real beings (n. 24).
The argument that a conceptual distinction cannot apply to real entities because
it presupposes conceptual beings rests on the assumption that conceptual being is
incompatible with real being (n. 8), which, according to Vargas, must be qualified: it
is indeed true that conceptual being cannot apply to real entities in the sense that it
wouldmake a quiddity dependent on it or in the sense that itwould be the foundation
or the subject for a real entity; but the conceptual being of an object of thought or of
an end term of thinking can very well go together with real being (n. 25; cf. n. 16 and
n. 23).
Having shown that a conceptual distinction is not adverse to being really distinct,
Vargas now addresses the possibility of a stronger relation between being a conceptual
distinction andmind-independent non-identity. The question is whether there is
any case where the first necessarily implies the latter. Vargas’s formulation of the
question is telling again; short of calling it so, the question appears to ask for the
possibility of a formal distinction:
Does a conceptual distinction in any thing of necessity argue for a distinction
or non-identity in the thing itself, preceding every act of the intellect? Or,
what amounts to the same, does the conceivability that brings the intellect
to conceiving different items (diversa) concerning the same thing of necessity
argue for a distinction or non-identity in the thing itself, prior to any act of
the intellect? (n. 29; p. 39b).
The point of Vargas’s opinion on the question then will be that although one and the
same thing can ex natura rei compel the intellect to form different concepts, this does
not compel the intellect to accept any kind of distinction or non-identity in the thing
itself. In terms of his critique of the formal distinction: the distinction he has inmind
will not allow for the kind of really distinct formalities as accepted by for instance
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Gerald of Odo. Vargas does not dwell on ‘other opinions’, but immediately moves
on to give his own view, in two theses (n. 30): first, we can have different concepts of
one and the same, wholly undifferentiated thing; second, a conceptual distinction
does not necessarily imply amind-independent non-identity.61 The net result of these
two claims is that one real entity can give rise to many conceptual distinctions, and
conceptual distinctions need not endanger the real unity of an entity. The latter
proposition in particular is the foundation of Vargas’s saying that the powers of the
soul are ‘really one, but conceptually different’, where the conceptual difference is
taken to be ex natura rei necessitantis.
Vargas finally discards several objections to his thesis, the most important one
being that one thing can only cause one effect (n. 38) and one object only one concept
(n. 39). In his reply he clarifies the kinds of conceptual distinction introduced earlier
(in n. 22), relating them to the question of the distinction between the powers of the
soul. Here is the text:
When it is said ‘either the intellect terminates in one [understanding or con-
cept] or in several’ I say that in reality it terminates only in one [understanding]
which, however, is equivalent to many. Here it must be noted that it is not
unfitting, even necessary, that one and the same thing be taken in several
ways, whence it is, from the part of the thing, virtually equivalent to several
things. Indeed, the divine essence is in every way one and the same and is
virtually equivalent to many things; it even extends itself to what has been
made and to what can be made; while being one, the divine essence canmake
more than the created things it did make and canmake, however diverse they
are; therefore, the divine essence which is one in reality, clearly can be called
equivalent to more items. The same can be observed in creatures. The one
intellective soul that formally exists in the human body is virtually equivalent
to distinct things; for it alone achieves as much as the vegetative and sensitive
soul would do if they existed in the composite; therefore the [intellective]
soul can be called really one soul, yet equivalent to several. The same goes
for my thesis: a single object that is absolutely one is equivalent to several;
61 Vargas,QDA 4.2.1: Prima [conclusio] est quod de eadem re penitus indistincta vel omnibusmodis
eadem, possunt haberi diversi conceptus, accipiendo conceptumpro ente rationis; nam secus esset si
loqueremur de conceptu reali ex parte rei se tenentis. Secunda conclusio est, quae sequitur quasi ad
istam, quod distinctio rationis non necessario arguit distinctionem aliquam sive non-identitatem
praeviam omni actu intellectus in re ipsa (n. 30; p. 39b–40a).
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by its nature it [the object] compels the intellect to different concepts just
as perfectly as if it were really distinct in itself or on itself; or at least it [i.e.
the single object] is not adverse to being conceived in different and distinct
concepts, as has been said. Andwhen it is said that the intellection of one item
(intellectum) causes only one concept (conceptum), I say that this is false if that
one concept is equivalent to several (n. 44).
The crucial notion in this passage is that of one thing being the equivalent of several
items or having virtually the same force as more items (esse plura aequipollenter,
aequipollere in virtute pluribus). According to Vargas, one object can gives rise to one
concept, which is in fact equivalent to several concepts that are virtually present in
the former. This state of affairs is clarified by pointing to comparable cases: the divine
essence and the intellective soul in man. God’s essence is one single entity, but it can
create many different things; similarly, the intellective soul is one essence but it can
performmany different things. Vargas elaborates the case of the divine essence in
his Sentences commentary, where he asserts that the attributal perfections in God are
equivalent to things that are virtually distinct ex natura rei. Here wemeet the same
kind of reasoning as adopted in theQDA, but considering the way it is applied in a
different context may help in clarifying Vargas’s analysis.
Remarks on the Conceptual Distinction in Vargas’s Sentences Commentary
Vargas holds that the attributal perfections in God are equivalent to things that are
virtually distinct ex natura rei.62 This sounds pretty much like the final paragraphs of
QDA 2.4.1.2 (n. 44), and when Vargas sets out to prove this thesis, he explicitly refers
to the distinctio rationis necessitantis. Let us consider Vargas’s reasoningmore closely.
Indisputedly God is one single entity, yet he hasmany perfections such as wisdom
and goodness, which are all identical with his essence. But when the human intellect
considers these attributal perfections, it is forced to formdifferent concepts, since their
intelligible content is not the same; the concepts are ‘essentially distinct’, although
they are not ‘distinct things, somehow outside themind’. So, since ‘one thing’, namely
God, compels (necessitat) the human intellect to form essentially distinct concepts,
62 Vargas, Sent. 1.8 art. 2: Quarta conclusio est quod quamvis perfectiones attributales Primi [ed primo]
sint tantum unum aliquid absolutum, et non aliquid et aliquid extra intellectum aliqualiter,
aequipollent tamen [ed tantum] distinctis rebus ex natura rei virtualiter (c. 37143–46).
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it does in fact the same as what distinct things would do, and thus it is virtually
equivalent to things that are ‘distinct by the nature of the things’.63
God’s attributal perfections, such as wisdom and goodness, are just one absolute
something, not ‘something and something’ in the sense of a real composition.
Nevertheless, it is ‘according to all’ not adverse to them to be equivalent to really
distinct things; they must have the same power and efficacy (virtus et efficacia) to
cause concepts as have really distinct things; it would be absurd that their real
identity in Godwould not allow this, thus detracting fromGod’s perfection. Likewise,
although the attributal perfections are one absolute something, not ‘something and
something’ in the sense of two formalities, it is not adverse to them to be equivalent
to really distinct things. The similarity holds because being one simple thing and
being virtually equivalent to really distinct items is no more problematic than being
one simple thing and being formally equivalent to distinct items. The conclusion
then must be that, in whatever sense we take the absolute simplicity of God and
the absolute identity of the attributal perfections, it is very well possible to take the
perfections as virtually equivalent to distinct things.64
63 Vargas, Sent. 1.8 art. 2: Quaecumque necessitant intellectum ad conceptus essentialiter distinctos,
sunt distinctae res extra intellectum aliqualiter, vel aequipollent distinctis rebus ex natura rei
virtualiter; sed perfectiones attributales sunthuiusmodi, et non sunt distinctae res extra intellectum
aliqualiter; igitur aequipollent [aequipollens ed] distinctis rebus ex natura rei virtualiter. Maior
patet; quia ubi una res necessitat intellectum ad conceptus essentialiter distinctos, facit id idem
quod facerent distinctae res, et per consequens aequipollet distinctis rebus; minor autem est clara,
quia certum est quod sapientia divina necessitat intellectum ad conceptum sapientiae et bonitas
ad conceptum bonitatis, et sic de singulis perfectionibus; tales autem conceptus constat realiter et
essentialiter esse distinctos; igitur, etc (c. 37146–57).
64 Vargas, Sent. 1.8 art. 2: Non est minor repugnantia quod illa quae sunt tantum unum aliquid
absolutum et non aliquid ⟨et aliquid⟩ formaliter, aequipolleant distinctis rebus formaliter quam
quod illa quae sunt tantumunumaliquid absolutumetnon aliquid et aliquid realiter, aequipolleant
distinctis rebus realiter; patet ex terminis. Sed quamvis perfectiones attributales in Primo sint
tantum unum absolutum et non aliquid et aliquid realiter, quia non sunt plures res absolutae,
secundum omnes non repugnat eis aequipollere distinctis rebus realiter, quia non minoris virtutis
et efficaciae sunt sapientia et bonitas in Primo realiter quam si essent in ipso distinctae res absolutae
realiter; aliter propter identitatem realem talium perfectionum aliqua perfectio tolleretur a Primo,
quod est absurdum. Igitur non repugnat perfectionibus attributalibus aequipollere distinctis rebus
formaliter, quamvis tamen sint unum aliquid absolutum et non aliquid et aliquid formaliter. Sed
constat quod nonmagis repugnat his quae sunt unum aliquid absolutum et non aliquid et aliquid
extra intellectum, aliqualiter aequipollere distinctis rebus ex natura rei virtualiter quam his quae
sunt tantum unum aliquid absolutum et non aliquid et aliquid formaliter, aequipollere distinctis
rebus formaliter; igitur etc (c. 37157–3726).
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The foregoing arguments clarify Vargas’s notion of the conceptual distinction ex
natura rei necessitantis. Although the attributal perfections in God are absolutely just
one and the same thing, they nevertheless force upon our intellect several distinct
concepts. ‘By the nature of the thing’ the attributes in God are virtually equivalent to
distinct concepts. But, Vargas is quick to add, the distinction between the concepts is
conceptual indeed:
… the attributal perfections in the First Being are distinct from each other and
from its essence according to reason or in terms of concepts (conceptibiliter).
The deduction is evident, because items that are somehow distinct things
outside themind or are virtually equivalent to things that are distinct by the
nature of the thing, are distinct or can be distinguished according to reason
or in terms of concepts.65
This formulation echoes the thesis Vargas proved inQDA 2.4, that really different
things can give rise to a conceptual distinction. Some additional remarks by Vargas
may help to clarify the notion of being distinct conceptually and ex natura rei. In God
the attributal perfections are absolutely identical; any distinction there can only be
purely conceptual. But the corresponding concepts in the human intellect are not just
merely conceptually distinct: they are distinct ex natura rei, because they are elicited by
one simple entity that is really one but virtually equivalent to several. Vargas argues
as follows:
The created intellect can conceive God as being an essence or substance, with-
out conceiving Him as being wise or having wisdom, or without conceiving
Him as being just or having justice; therefore, the essence, wisdom and jus-
tice in the First are distinguished according to their concepts (rationes). The
antecedent is taught by experience and the consequence is well-known; for
if God could be wise or wisdom without being just or justice, wisdom and
justice would be as distinct in him as they really are in creatures; therefore, if
65 Vargas, Sent. 1.8 art. 2: Ex ista conclusione sequitur correlarie quod perfectiones attributales in
Primo distinguuntur inter se et ab essentia [ed absentia] secundum rationem sive conceptibiliter;
deductio istius propositionis patet, quia quaecumque sint distinctae res extra intellectumaliqualiter
vel aequipollent distinctis rebus ex natura rei virtualiter, distinguuntur vel possunt distingui
secundum rationem sive conceptibiliter (37216–21).
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he can be conceived as wise or as wisdom, without being conceived as etc., it
follows that wisdom and justice in him are distinct according to reason or in
terms of concepts.66
What the whole discussion makes clear is that Vargas is at pains to preserve God’s
absolute simplicity. In this respect he is an exponent of the trend seen especially in
early fourteenth-century trinitarian theology and labeled by Friedman ‘The Search for
Simplicity’.67 Yet Vargas clearly wrestles with the ontological status of the distinction
between the various concepts that can be had from one and the same thing. The
concepts of the attributal perfections are said to be ‘essentially distinct’, which can
be understood as distinct in terms of their intelligible content; yet they are not real
in the sense of being mind-independent; they are concepts and as such they remain
conceptually distinct. On the other hand, the concepts reflect ‘the nature of the thing’,
they are not distinct in the way second order concepts (like the notions of ‘genus’ and
‘difference’) are conceptually distinct. All in all, Vargas seems to replace the formal
distinction, which is real, albeit (in Scotus at least) less than fully real, by a conceptual
distinction, which is conceptual, albeit, as ex natura rei, less than fully conceptual.
Some confirmation for this interpretation of Vargas’s intentions can be had when
we try to relate Vargas’s particular understanding of the conceptual distinction with
what other authors have to say on it.
4. The Place of Vargas’s Conceptual Distinction in the Taxonomy of Distinctions
The differentiation of the distinction of reason as detailed by James of Pamiers and
Alphonsus Vargas does not seem to have met with much response in later times.
The only author I know of who is familiar with the relevant terminology is Andreas
Karlstadt. In hisDistinctiones sive Formalitates Thomistarum, published in 1508, he set
out to compare the various doctrines of distinctions as developed by Thomists and
66 Vargas, Sent. 1.8 art. 2: Deus potest accipi ab intellectu creato ut essentia est sive substantia, non
concepto ut est sapiens sive sapientia in ipso, non concepto ut est iustus vel iustitia; igitur essentia,
sapientia et iustitia in Primo distinguuntur secundum rationes. Antecedens docet experientia, et
consequentia est nota; quia si Deus posset esse sapiens vel sapientia, ipso non exsistente iusto sive
iustitia, sapientia et iustitia distinguerentur in ipso sicut in creaturis realiter; igitur si potest concipi
ut sapiens vel sapientia ipso non concepto etc., sequitur quod sapientia et iustitia distinguantur in
illo secundum rationem sive conceptibiliter (c. 37225–33).
67 Friedman (2010), p. 131 and 133. See also Friedman (2013), pp. 882–886, on Vargas in particular.
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Scotists.68 We do not know if Karlstadt was familiar with Vargas’sQDA or Pamiers’s
quodlibetal question, so the link between Pamiers-Vargas and Karlstadt is very
uncertain indeed.On the otherhand, since at thepresent state of scholarshipKarlstadt
appears to be the only author using the particular terminology with respect to the
conceptual distinction, it is certainly worthwhile to have a closer look at his work, the
more so, becauseKarlstadt often refers to other authorswhenhe explains a distinction.
Karlstadt distinguishes three variants of the general distinction of reason. First,
the distinctio rationis innata. Here innatawill be an abbreviation of the longer descrip-
tionusedbyPamiers: quae innascitur in extremis rationis. The examplehegives is found in
Pamiers too: the distinction between genus and species as second intentions. Accord-
ing to Karlstadt this distinction is also known as distinctio rationis pura vel mera or
distinctio rationis ratiocinantis; it does in no way apply to real entities69 and so appears
to correspond to the distinctio quae immediate oritur ab extremis rationis. The second kind
of conceptual distinction is the distinctio rationis rei necessitantis. Karlstadt decribes
it withmeticulous care. It involves extremes that go together in one real thing but
are not by themselves real. By way of example Karlstad points out that ‘man’ and
‘donkey’ compel the intellect to form different proper concepts; also, the intellect
is compelled to conceive differently the components of the quiddity of ‘man’ (thus
echoing Scotus’s formal distinction). Karlstadt notes that the distinctionmay also be
called a conceptual distinction that has or can have a foundation in reality, and that
Scotus prefers to call it a formal distinction (for some reason Karlstadt does not use
here the term distinctio rationis ratiocinatae).70 The third kind of conceptual distinction
is the distinctio rationis ex natura rei non repugnantis. It involves the comparison of a
68 Andreas Karlstadt, also called Andreas Bodenstein, (1486–1541) was a German theologian active
during the protestant reformation. For a brief discussion of hisDistinctiones see Barge (905), esp.
vol. 1 pp. 20–28, and, more recently, Bolliger (2003), esp. pp. 358–362.
69 Karlstadt,Distinctiones: Distinctio rationis innata est alteritas extremorum quae sunt entia rationis,
ut genus et species pro secundis intentionibus. […] Et dicitur talis quia extrema sunt adinventa et
dependentper rationemexquibusnascitur et oritur; res quibus attribuunturnondistinguunturhoc
modo sed precise ipsi respectus.Et habet multa nomina. Quandoque dicitur a Thomistis distinctio
rationis pura et mera; […] et dicitur distinctio rationis ratiocinantis eo quod dependent extrema a
ratione adinveniente ea. (p. B. Note: the pages are numbered bymeans of letters: A-Z, aa–zz, a–l).
70 Karlstadt,Distinctiones: Distinctio rationis rei necessitantis est alteritas extremorum realiter iden-
tificatorum, secundum esse obiectivum, terminativum actualiter distinctorum. Ista est precisa
distinctio rationis que non convenit extremis realiter distinctis; potest tamen stare in sua communi-
tate cum reali, quia homo et asinus etiam necessitant intellectum ad distinctos conceptus proprios.
Dicitur realiter iden[tificatorum], quia precise loquendo, tunc extrema illius distinctionis non sunt
duo realia sed unum reale; posset tamen dici quod realiter sunt duo, sed ne fiat fallacia divisionis
caute loquendum est. Obiectivum esse: est esse illud quo res est in actuali prospectu intellectus. Esse
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thing with itself, as happens in the case of a definition, where the definiendum and the
definiens pertain to one and the same thing, the former being an implicit and the latter
an explicit conceptualization of the thing.71 Karlstadt mentions a final variant of the
conceptual distinction, called distinctio rationis ex natura rei repugnantis: a distinction
between items that is not compatible with their nature and in fact refers to an invalid
comparison, for example when Peter is said to be different from Paul in terms of
species, or a lion from a deer with respect to genus. Incidentally, since this kind of
conceptual distinction is mentioned by James of Pamiers but not by Vargas it is likely
that the former was in fact Karlstadt’s source.
As we saw above Pamiers and Vargas distinguishes between two principal variants
of a conceptual distinction. A distinction is ‘of reason’ when it involves beings of
terminativum: quo dicitur terminare operationem intellectus (et hoc diversimode exponunt Her.
et Ca. [= Hervaeus and Capreolus]) Actualiter distinctorum: quia cessante actu intellectus extrema
non sunt distincta sed distinguibilia; hoc modo distinguuntur homo rationale et animale. Posset
etiam dici alio modo distinctio rationis fundatae vel fundabilis in re. … Ex natura rei necessitantis:
ideo dicitur quia natura necessitat intellectum ut concipiantur distinctis conceptibus. Exemplum:
Homo, causata specie intelligibili in intellectu, concipitur ab eodem sub conceptu generis, differen-
tiae et speciei. Et non dicitur ex natura rei vel realis quia extra intellectum solum est fundamentum;
sed in ratione totalitas et ultimum distinctionis complementum; sed ab ultimo et fine debet res
denominari. Et est illa quae attribuitur rei quae in se realiter est una et eadem res, movens tamen
intellectumquod distinctis conceptibus eam concipiat (Distinctiones, p. C). Cf.: Scotus autem, primo
Sent. dist. 2 q. 1 secundae partis [= Ord. 1.2 nn. 388sqq.], vult hanc distinctionem ex natura rei et
formalem appellari absque omni operatione intellectus completam, sed tamen minimam inter
distinctiones reales (Distinctiones, p. D).
71 Karlstadt,Distinctiones: Distinctio rationis ex natura rei non repugnantis [tertia dis. rationismg]
Est alteritas unius simpliciter a se ipso (ex ordinatione rationis proveniens) distincti. Dicitur unius
simpliciter quia identitas generis et speciei (quae non sunt unum simpliciter) importat relationem
realem et per consequens extrema realia, ut habet Pe. de Bergomo; dicitur ex ordinatione rationis
proveniens, quia ratio advenit ordinem alicuius ad seipsum secundum duas eius considerationes.
Haec definitio fundatur in S.T. [= Thomas] [i. q. xxviii ad secundummg]. Poteris etiam sic describere
distinctionem rationis ex natura rei non repugnantis: Quod est alteritas entis (maxima identitate)
unius a seipso distincti prout intellectus illud idem bis concipit in propositione. … Potest etiam
secundumPe.Ni. [= PetrusNigri] (q. 10) sic describi: quod est quando idem collatum sibi distinguitur
secundum rationem a seipso. Vel, ut habet q. xlii, dicitur distinctio rationis quando rei non repugnet
intelligi diversimode, et talis [intellectus], secundum ipsum, est inter definitionem et definitum,
quia non repugnat concipi implicite ex explicite (Distinctiones, p. T.). Cf. Vargas, QDA 2.4: …
ista distinctio rationis quae immediate fabricatur a ratione, aliquo modo oritur ex natura rei …
Oritur autem illa distinctio, si vere dicatur, uno duorummodorum: aliquando oritur ex natura
rei necessitantis, aliquando ex natura rei non repugnantis, cum non repugnet naturae rei concipi
diversimode; et talis est distinctio definitionis et definiti, quia non repugnat rei explicite et implicite
concipi (n. 41, p. 40b).
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reason (DR2); a distinction is also ‘of reason’ when it involves concepts that somehow
are ex natura rei, based on the nature of the thing (DR1). This division is not directly
comparable with the division of the conceptual distinction in a rationis ratiocinantis
and rationis ratiocinatae. Karlstadt uses the former term (for DR2) but not the latter and
the use of both terms together to characterize the principal division of the conceptual
distinction is of a much later date.72 What all three authors have in common is that
they associate the ex natura rei aspect of a distinction with its being conceptual. On
the other hand, they have a very broad understanding of the conceptual distinction
ex natura rei. The demarcation of various forms of the conceptual distinction and the
scope of the distinction ex natura rei has always been a knotty problem in scholastic
thinking and certainly merits further research.73
According to Karlstadt the distinctio rationis necessitantis (i.e. Pamiers’ DR1) corre-
sponds to the Thomistic distinctio rationis cum fundamento in re as well as to the Scotistic
distinctio formalis, but there is a difference. Having explained how the formal distinc-
tion is to be interpreted in terms of formalitates, Karlstad remarks that for Scotus the
formal distinction is completely extramental, whereas for Thomas only its founda-
tion and its point of departure is real, the distinction itself being completed in the
mind.74 Yet the fact remains that Vargas’s distinctio ex natura rei necessitantis seems to
be the same as Karlstadt’s, and that it is equivalent to the conceptual distinction cum
fundamento in rewhich is generally considered to be mind dependent, but for Pamiers
and Vargas is a distinction ex natura rei. For Scotus and his followers the distinction ex
natura rei is on the side of extramental reality, whereas for Vargas it is on the side of
reason.
5. Conclusion
Returning to Vargas’s characterization of the distinction between the powers of
the soul as una potentia realiter, diversa secundum rationem we must conclude that
the distinction is a distinction evoked by the fact that the soul’s power is virtually
72 See Knebel (2002), passim.
73 See for a start the studies by Knebel (2002) and Poppi (1966).
74 Karlstadt,Distinctiones: Videtur etiam quod inter distinctionem formalem Scoti et distinctionem
rationis rei necessitantis sit haec differentia quod Scotus ponit illam completam extra intellectum,
Thomas autem solum ponit fundamentum et initium in re, sed dicit eam compleri in ratione.
(Distinctiones, p. E).
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equivalent to several powers each having their own conceptual identity. Vargas’s
treatment of the way the powers of the soul are distinguished among themselves
appears to offer another ‘intermediate’ view between that of a real distinction and
that of complete identity. In that respect it functions in the same way as Scotus’s
‘intermediate’ view of real identity and formal distinction.75 It can in fact be seen as an
Augustinian alternative to the Scotistic formal distinction (‘Augustinian’ at least in
the sense that it was developed by two Augustinian doctors; further research is needed
to find out whether it has more adherents in the Augustinian order). The difference
between these solutions is that Scotus’s solution rests onhis formal distinction,which
still operates in the domain of extramental reality, whereas Vargas’s solution stays on
the conceptual side. Vargas fiercely rejects the formal distinction, or more precisely, a
distinction of ‘real’ formalities. The formal distinction, which for Scotus is less than
fully real, has for Vargas still toomuch of reality; but Vargas’s distinctio ex natura rei
necessitantis, turns out to mirror the formal distinction by moving away from the
other end of the scale: it is less thanmerely conceptual. In both cases, however, the
distinction is meant to be located at some distance from the theoretically possible
endpoints ‘fully real’ and ‘fully conceptual’.
75 Cf. Van den Bercken (2015).
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The Intellective Soul and Its Powers
A quick glance at the table of contents of themany treatises on the soul will reveal a
cluster of closely related issues, such as: How is the soul the substantial form of the
animal and thehumanbody and its parts?Do createdbeingshave only one substantial
form, or two, or evenmore? Are the vegetativum, sensitivum and intellectivum distinct
souls or are they powers of one single soul? Vargas treated some of these issues in his
QDA,1 but they are all less concerned with the primary topic of the present study,
which is the intellective soul, in particular with an eye on two important questions.
The first has to do with the relation between the soul and its powers: are the powers
identical with the soul’s essence or really distinct from it? The second question is
about the relation between the powers of the soul themselves: are they identical or
distinct? These questions are not independent, in particular not when the powers
are considered to be identical with the soul’s essence. But if one rejects the identity
thesis, one can safely proceed by discussing the way the powers are related among
themselves. This is indeed what Vargas does. The question on the relation between
the powers of the soul (QDA 2.4), is preceded by another question dealing with the
required premises (QDA 2.3), in which the identity theory is refuted and the real
distinction is defended.
As was noted in Chapter Two, the choice between the identity or the distinction
view is crucially dependent how one sees the relation between a substance and its
operation. For an identity theorist a substance can be the immediate principle of
its operations; the latter possibility is denied by proponents of the distinction view.
Vargas sides with those who hold that there is a real distinction between the soul
and its powers, so he is committed to show that a substance cannot be the immediate
principle of its operations. Accordingly, in Section 1 of the present chapter I will
briefly comment upon Vargas’s defense of the assumption that a subject cannot be
the immediate cause of its operation and then discuss his alternative to the identity
theory: the claim that the powers underlying the soul’s activities must be accidents.
The subsequent sections concentrate upon the powers of the intellective soul, notably
1 Vargas,QDA 2.1.2:Utrum in uno composito de necessitate sint plures formae substantiales;QDA 2.1.3:Utrum
anima intellectiva sit forma corporis humani;QDA2.2.3Utrumanima intellectiva coniuncta corpori extendatur
extensione corporis.
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memory, intellect and will. In Section 2 we will see how Vargas uses the Aristotelian
maxim that the powers of the soul are distinguished on the basis of acts and these acts
are distinguished on the basis of objects. As for the substantive claims concerning the
powers of the soul, Vargas holds that memory and intellect are really identical but
conceptually distinct (Section 3), whereas intellect and will are really distinct (Section
4).
1. The Relation between the Soul and Its Powers
Vargas summarizes the twomain positions concerning the relation between the soul
and its powers that were in vogue at around 1300 (real distinction and real identity) as
follows:
Many doctors assert that the powers of the intellective soul that are not
associated with an organ, such as the intellect and the will, do not point to an
absolute accident, added to the soul’s essence, but point to the very essence of
the soul itself; indeed, the essence of the soul thinks andwills immediately. […]
The opposite opinion is held bymany great doctors, namely that the powers
of the soul are qualities added to the essence of the soul itself.
And he immediately adds:
This issue is highly problematic, because there appear to be no irrefutable
arguments for each opinion; nevertheless, the second opinion seems to me
more likely.2
This bias need not surprise us, since, as we will see, the way Vargas presents (and
refutes) the arguments for the identity theory does not give the impression of a
passionate support for that position. Yet he realizes that, in order to decide whether
2 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3: Quantum ad istum articulum dicunt multi doctores quod potentiae animae
intellectivae quae non sunt organo affixae, ut intellectus et voluntas, non dicunt accidens aliquod
absolutum superadditum essentiae ipsius animae, sed dicunt ipsammet essentiam animae; essentia
enimanimae immediate intelligit et vult (p. 34b). Alia opinio estmagnorumdoctorumhuic opposita,
quae dicit quod potentiae animae dicunt qualitates superadditas essentiae ipsius animae […] Et
quamvis iste articulus sit nimis dubius, quia non apparent rationes insolubiles pro aliqua parte,
videtur tamenmihi ista ultima opinio probabilior (p. 35b)
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the intellective soul is distinct from its powers, first the question has to be settled
whether it is possible for a substantial form to be the immediate principle of its own
operations. As was noted in Chapter Two, this question is of fundamental importance
for the discussion. If one accepts that the soul (which is a substance in act) cannot
determinate itself to different acts, then of course an additional element is required,
which by definition is distinct from the soul’s essence. But if one believes that it is
possible for the soul to become immediately engaged in different acts, then it is no
longer necessary to see the powers as accidents.
Vargas answers the question negatively, in contrast to ‘many doctors’3 who feel
that if an accidental form can be the principle of its operations, then all the more so a
substantial form: just as a change in quality (alteratio) is directly brought about by an
accidental form, an unqualified or absolute change (mutatio simplex) like generation
arises directly from a substantial form, without any accidental form mediating
as an instrument. Vargas does not agree; he claims that any substantial form can
only operate indirectly, through accidents. He makes his point by discussing and
reinterpreting the conventional argument of fire and heat. As we saw in Chapter
Two, proponents of the identity theory argue that the substance of fire must be the
immediate source of its accident, namelyheat, at pain of an infinite regress.4According
to Vargas, fire causing fire is not a matter of direct causation but a case of generation
or the induction of a substantial formmediated by heat, an accidental form. The fire
is the subject of heat, which is the formal principle of heating; considered as a thing
in itself (ut res est), heat is what makes hot; but when things are set on fire, heat is in
fact the instrument of fire and the substantial form of fire is induced or generated
indirectly, by means of heat.5 That a substantial form itself is not the immediate
3 Vargas does not give names. According to ms C the relevant authors are Henry of Ghent and Scotus;
in the Venice edition a marginal note refers to John Baconthorpe 2 Sent. d. 37 q. 5 ar. 1, which is
correct, and to Scotus 4 Sent. d. 12 q. 3 (=Ord. 4.12.2.un).
4 For example:William of Alnwick,Determinationes 16: Sed unum accidens producitur ab alio accidente
in eadem specie, ut calor a calore; ergo respectu accidentium singularium in specie caloris, oportet
ponere aliam causam priorem essentialiter ordinatam ad speciem caloris a qua tota species caloris
causatur. Aut ergo illa causa est substantia, et habetur propositum; aut est accidens, et arguendum
est de singularibus illius accidentis. Et non est procedendum in infinitum in essentialiter ordinatis;
oportet ergo stare ad aliquam speciem accidentis quae non causatur immediate ab alio accidente, sed
immediate a substantia. Quod est propositum, scilicet quod substantia sit immediatumprincipium
agendi. (Ed. Piana, 1982, p. 205). This argument is reported by Vargas, in a slightly different form, in
QDA 2.3.1 (p. 31b).
5 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: Omne instrumentum inquantum instrumentumest, habet aliquamoperationem
quae sibi non convenit ut res est; sed calor est instrumentum ignis, et calefacere et alterare competit
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principle of its operations can also be seen by noting that an agent can only act by
its powers, which are neither operations, nor substantial forms, but qualities ‘of the
second kind’, i.e. natural capacities or dispositions towards acting,mediating between
substance and operation.6 What goes for substantial forms in general also holds for
the intellective soul. The soul cannot be the immediate principle of its operations. The
soul’s operations, like thinking and willing, are accidental episodes; they are brought
about by the soul’s powers, which are permanent and invariable accidents of the soul
itself, which is a substantial form; so the soul itself is not the immediate principle of
its actions. This argument echoes an argument of Thomas, according to which the
soul, as a being permanently in act, cannot be the immediate cause of operations that
are merely episodic. Vargas borrows his argument from Giles of Rome.7 It rests on a
general Aristotelian axiom: when items are essentially ordered, one can only go from
one end of the scale to the other via an intermediate. In the case at hand: between the
soul, which is a being on its own (per se stans), and an operation, which is a passing
accident of the soul, the powers, which are stable accidents, must intervene.8
sibiut res est, quia competit sibiut res calor; ergo aliqua alia operatio competiti sibiut instrumentum
est; sed exceptis istis ignis nullam habet operationem nisi generare ignem sive inducere formam
substantialem ignis inmateria; ergo generatio substantiae sive inducere formam substantialem in
materia competit calori ut instrumentum est ignis. Maior et minor patent (p. 32a)
6 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: Omne agens habet potentiam per quam agit, alias non posset agere; sed potentia
non est operatio, nec forma agentis; ergo. Maior patet; minor probatur quia quod est accidens in
uno non potest esse substantia in alio, 1 Physicorum; sed potentia agendi vel patiendi est accidens
de secunda specie qualitatis; ergo talis non potest esse substantia in aliquo (p. 32a). For the notion of
qualities of the second kind, see Aristotle, Categories 9a14–19.
7 Giles of Rome, Quod. 3.10: Dicendum ergo quod natura animae sit substantia et sit permanens;
potentia autem non sit substantia, sed sit permanens; actio autem nec sit substantia, nec sit
permanens; potentia ergo aliquam convenientiam habet cum substantia, quia est permanens; actio
aliquam convenientiam habet cum potentia, quia non est substantia, sed accidens, quod competit
etiam potentiae; sed ipsa actio valde distat a natura, quia nec est substantia, neque permanens,
sicut est natura; sed constat quia in his quae sunt in ipso agente (de quibus oportet argumentari
secundum naturam agentis) oporteat esse determinatum processum, sicut est determinata natura,
et esse huiusmodi processum et fluxum quendam ordinem; in his enim quae sunt in eadem natura,
ea quae multum differunt a natura non fluunt a natura nisi mediantibus his quae minus differunt
(1466, f. 157b–158a).
8 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3: In essentialiter ordinatis non est transitus de extremo ad extremum nisi per
medium; sed ista tria se habent per ordinem, scilicet: ens per se stans, accidens manens, et accidens
fluens; ergo impossibile est transire ab ente per se stante ad accidens fluens nisi per accidens
manens quod est medium inter ista duo; cum ergo actus sive operatio sit accidens fluens, et forma
substantialis per se stans, et ipsa potentia sive forma inhaerens rei sit accidens permanens, forma
substantialis non poterit agere sive operari nisi mediante forma accidentali sive potentia, quae
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Vargas’s Criticism of the Identity Thesis
In spite of his remark that there appear to be no irrefutable arguments for each
opinion (identity or distinction) Vargas does not want to leave the matter at that:
he sets out to refute the identity thesis by replying to a small selection of the many
arguments offered for that position by a number of authors,9 but he does not refer to
any author in particular, whichmakes it difficult to locate the exact sources of the
arguments. On the other hand, many arguments were certainly very common at the
time. Let us consider some of them.
Basically, the identity thesis holds, negatively, that the powers of the soul cannot
be accidents, and, positively, that the essence of the soul canverywell be the immediate
principle of its actions. One obvious reason for holding that the powers of the soul are
the same as the soul’s essence is the following. The essence of the soul is the principle
of life and as such the only principle that can immediately cause such vital operations
as thinking and loving. An accident, present in the soul and functioning as a power,
cannot do so, because as an accident it is of itself not a living thing.10 – Vargas’s reply
is a bit strained: he distinguishes between the soul as the principal cause of life and
vital operations and the intellect as the immediate or instrumental cause of thinking
andwilling. Vargas agrees that thinking andwilling are vital operations, but the vital
principle is the intellect, which immediately performs the act of thinking, just as the
sensitive power immediately performs the acts of seeing and sensing. The powers of
the soul are not vital principles in themanner of the soul itself, which is by its very
essence the source of life; they are vital principles in the sense that they naturally
medium est inter ista sicut accidens permanens inter per se stans et accidens fluens. Maior et
minor videntur notae de se, et per consequens tota ratio. – Hanc rationem tangit doctor noster
Quodlibet 3, quaestione decima. Et ideo confirmo eam sic. Accidens variabile semper est in subiecto
mediante accidente invariabili; exemplumdemotu, qui est inmobili per quantitatem; sed actus sive
operatio est accidens variabile et inest mediante potentia; ergo potentia erit accidens invariabile; et
forma substantialis, per consequens, non erit immediatum principium suae actionis, quiamediabit
potentia, quae est accidens quoddam invariabile (p. 31b–32a).
9 To name just a few: Henry of Ghent, Vital du Four, Gonsalvus of Spain and John Duns Scotus, and
in particular the many Franciscan authors after Scotus, who were more or less contemporary to
Vargas. Many of them are discussed in Piana (1956). For Scotus see Chapter Two.
10 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3: Operatio vitalis debet esse a principio vitali; sed intelligere et amare sunt
operationes vitales; ergo debent esse a principio vitali; sed solum essentia animae est principium
vitale, accidens autem fundatum in ipsa per modum potentiae non esset vivum, immo quasi
mortuumde se; ergo intelligere et velle immediate sunt ab essentia animae etnonabaliquoaccidente
superaddito (p. 34b).
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and inseparably follow upon the soul, just as proper attributes follow their subject.
The power of the intellect may be called the immediate vital principle of thinking,
but the act of thinking is a vital operation in virtue of the soul itself, which is life
by its very essence.11 Note, incidentally, that in this reasoning Vargas expressly relies
on the notion of the intellective powers as proper attributes. Vargas explains how
he understands this notion: A proper attribute of a subject is a property that comes
from the intrinsic principles constituting the subject’s essence but is distinct from
the latter.12 Below I will come back to Vargas’s interpretation of the status of proper
attributes.
Vargas also addresses an argument proposed by Scotus, referring to the beatific
vision. It presupposes that the perfections of the rational powers, namely the intellect
and the will, cannot be mere accidents of the soul. The intellect is capable of
intellection and reflection, and the will can have any intelligible and lovable item
as its object. These capacities are so-called pure perfections, meaning that anything
that has them is more perfect than what does not have them. Now, if such powers
were accidents, really distinct from the soul itself, then the accidents of the soul
would be more perfect than the substance of the soul itself, which is unthinkable,
because no accident can bemore perfect than the subject it is in.13 Moreover, in the
afterlife beatitude consists in knowing and loving God. Without these powers the
11 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: Cum dicitur ‘operatio vitalis etc.’, dico quod intellectus est quaedam potentia
vitalis. Et sicut videre sive sentire recipitur immediate in potentia sensitiva, quae est ab anima
realiter distincta, ut probatum est in secundo articulo, etiam intelligere recipitur immediate in
potentia intellectiva. Cuius gratia est advertendum quod esse principium vitale potest intelligi
dupliciter. Unomododicitur principiumvitale quia est per essentiamvita et illud a quoprincipaliter
est vita; alio modo potest dici aliquod principium vitale quia sequitur naturaliter et inseparabiliter
principium vitale quod est per essentiam vita, sicut propria passio sequitur proprium subiectum;
et isto secundo modo potentiae animae, puta intellectus et voluntas, dicuntur principia vitalia
(p. 36ab).
12 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3: propria passio nascitur ex principiis speciei et ex principiis intrinsecis; et per
consequens consequitur omnem essentiam sive rem naturalem quae potest per se existere, cum
talis sit alicuius speciei sive in aliqua specie determinata (f. 35a).
13 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: Nullum accidens excedit suum subiectum in perfectione; sed si intellectus et
voluntas essent accidentia animae, excederent ipsam in perfectione; ergo impossibile est quod sint
ipsius accidentia.Minor probatur dupliciter. Primo sic.Omne ensprimo supra se conversivum, et per
se intelligens et volens formaliter quodlibet obiectum intelligibile et diligibile, excedit in perfectione
illud ens a quo ista removentur. Haec patet; quia omnia ista dicunt perfectionem simpliciter, et per
consequens melius est ea esse in unoquoque quam non esse; sed omnia ista competunt potentiis et
non animae, si sit realiter ab eis distincta; ergo etc. Minor de se nota est; quia praedictae potentiae
habent omnia ista, et si ab anima tollantur, omnibus istis carent (p. 34b).
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soul cannot be beatified; but if these powers were accidents and became separated
from the soul, they themselves would become beatified, and not the soul, which again
is unthinkable.14
Vargas denies that the perfections of the rational soul belong to the powers of the
soul. Suchperfections are founded in the soul, but they first and foremost (principaliter)
belong to the human person. The perfections belong to the powers only in so far as
they are instruments; they are that by which the soul formally thinks and wills. They
are notmore perfect than the soul itself, rather conversely. Compare theway fire heats
and sets fire: heat, which is an accident of fire, is the principle by which the fire heats
and sets fire, but this does notmake it exceed the fire in perfection, rather conversely.15
As for the argument from the beatific vision, referring to an argument of Giles of
Rome,16 Vargas explains that it is impossible that the intellect and the will, when
separated from the soul, would be able to perform their usual activities, let alone
be beatified. The reason is that the pertinent activities are transitory, and transient
accidents can only inhere in a subjectmediately, through a permanent accident. If the
intellect had such an accident added to itself, it would in fact have another intellective
power added to itself, which is absurd.17
Vargas’s criticism of the identity theory is not as thorough asmight be expected in
view of the elaborate treatments offered by the proponents of that theory. Perhaps this
is a consequence of his feeling that there are no irrefutable arguments convincingly
pointing to one side, at least not when it comes to choosing between identity or
14 Vargas,QDA: … anima sine istis potentiis non posset beatificari, quia nec cognoscere nec diligere
deum; istae autem potentiae si essent ab anima separatae, possent intelligere et diligere deum, et
per consequens possent beatificari; quare etc. (p. 34b).
15 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3: … dico quod omnes illae perfectiones competunt animae fundamentaliter, et
homini principaliter; homo enimper animamest illud quod principaliter intelligit et vult; potentiis
autem competunt praedictae perfectiones solum instrumentaliter; sunt enim illud quo anima est
formaliter intelligens et volens; et ideo ex hoc non sequitur quod sint perfectiores ipsa anima,
immo e converso; sicut ignis quamvis calefaciat et igniat mediante calore, et calor sit illud quo ignis
calefacit et ignit, non tamen propter hoc calor excedit ignem, sed potius e converso (p. 36b).
16 Cf. Giles of Rome,Quod. 3.10 (1646, f. 157a–b).
17 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: … posito quod virtute divina possent intellectus et voluntas ab anima separari,
non tamen beatificari possent; nam intellectus separatus non intelligit, nec voluntas separata posset
habere actum volendi. Et ratio huius potest esse quam assignat doctor noster quod accidens fluens
nonpotest fundari in aliquonisimediante aliquoaccidentepermanente; et quia intellectus separatus
esset illud quod principaliter intelligeret et in quo actus intelligendi deberet fundamentaliter recipi,
indigeret aliquo accidente permanente quo mediante posset actum intelligendi fundare; et sic
intellectus haberet quandam aliam potentiam intellectivam superadditam, quod est inconveniens
(p. 36b).
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distinction in general, on a more abstract level. Anyway, Vargas does not just want to
argue against the identity theory in general, he also wants to argue for the distinction
theory. He does so indeed in two separate questions: Are the vegetative and the
sensitive soul really distinct from their powers (QDA 2.3.2), and: Is the intellective
soul really distinct from its powers (QDA 2.3.3).
Arguing for the Distinction View
The fact that Vargas treats the relation between soul and powers separately for the
vegetative and sensitive soul on the one hand, and for the intellective soul on the other
suggests that the relevant souls are distinct entities. Hemakes other remarks that
strengthen this impression. In the question on the relation between the vegetative
and sensitive soul and its powers, Vargas discusses the matter ‘irrespective of what
may hold for the powers of the intellective soul’, again suggesting that distinct souls
are implied. His answer to the question is that the vegetative and sensitive powers
are necessarily distinct from the soul itself.18 Here the kind of soul involved is left
unspecified, although the title of the question talks about the vegetative and sensitive
soul.
In order to understand these remarks wemust keep inmind that Vargas holds
that in every composite entity there is only one substantial form.19 In the case of man,
the intellective soul is the substantial form.20 But man also has vegetative functions
like nutrition and growth, which in plants are realized by the vegetative soul, and
sensitive functions, which in animals are realized by the sensitive soul. Yet in man
these different functions are brought about by a single substantial form, namely
the intellective soul. Vargas’s view is essentially the same as the one held by Thomas
Aquinas and also not unlike that of Henry of Ghent.21 Vargas summarizes his view in
18 VargasQDA 2.3.2:…namquidquid sit de potentiis animae intellectivae, quaenon requirunt organum
in corpore, potentiae tamen animae vegetativae et sensitivae necessario distinguuntur ab anima
(p. 33a)
19 Vargas,QDA 2.1.2: Utrum in uno composito de necessiatate sint plure formae substantiales. – Teneo
quod in omni composito est tantum una forma substantialis (p. 16a)
20 Vargas, QDA 2.1.3: Utrum anima inellectiva sit forma substantialis corposits humani. – Probo
animam intellectivam esse formam substantialem corporis humani (p. 20a)
21 Cf. Aquinas, S.Th. 1.76 a.3 in corp.: ‘Sic igitur anima intellectiva continet in sua virtute quidquid
habet anima sensitiva brutorum, et nutritiva plantarum […] ita nec per aliam animam Socrates
est homo, et per alima animal, sed per unam et eandem. Ibid. a.4 in corp.: Unde dicendum est
quod nulla alia forma substantiali est in homine nisi sola anima intellectiva; et quod ipsa sicut
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words that are reminiscent of Thomas: the intellective soul is virtually equivalent to
the sensitive and the vegetative soul.22 Given his comprehensive conception of the
intellective soul, Vargas has to consider the full range of powers: vegetative, sensitive
and intellective. Yet at the same time it makes sense for him to discuss the sensitive
and vegetative souls apart from the intellective soul, since in beings other thanman,
namely in plants and animals, they occur without an intellective soul. For the present
study, whatmatters is Vargas’s conclusion that the vegetative and sensitive powers
are really distinct from ‘the soul’, a conclusion which, as we are about to see, is in line
with his position on the intellective powers.
For Vargas the non-identity between the essence of the intellective soul and its
powers is based on the (generally accepted) belief that the soul is an entity that can
exist by itself, as happens when it is separated from the body. Now, created subsistent
entities have inseparable proper attributes that are really distinct from the entity itself
(propria passio inseparabilis distincta a se). Vargas reminds us of what a proper attribute of
a subject is: a property that comes from the intrinsic principles constituting a species;
it is essential for the species but it is not the essence of it. In the case of the intellective
soul, which exists on its ownwhen it is separated from the body, the proper attributes
can only be the powers of intellect and will: these powers are proper attributes, hence
really distinct from the soul’s essence.23 Here Vargas again brings up the notion of
proper attributes and asserts, on the authority of Aristotle, that they differ from their
subject.24 He refers to the Posterior Analytics, where Aristotle distinguishes between
virtute continet animam sensitivam et nutritivam, ita virtute continet omnes inferiores formas, et
facit ipsa sola quidquid imperfectiores formae in aliis faciunt. Et similiter est dicendum de anima
sensitiva in brutis, et de nutritiva in plantis, et universaliter in omnibus formis perfectioribu
respectu inferiorum.’ Henry of Ghent specifies that the powers of the soul are founded on the
differences that specify the various levels of the hierarchy of living things: the vegetative, sensitive
and intellective powers are founded on what specifies plants, brutes and man. Cf. Henry’sQuodlibet
3.14 (1518, f. 67T).
22 Vargas,QDA 2.4.1: Una enim anima intellectiva existens formaliter in corpore humano, aequipollet
virtute distinctis rebus; tantum enim facit ipsa sola quantum faceret anima sensitiva et vegetativa
si essent in composito; potest igitur ista anima dici una realiter, plura autem aequipollenter (n. 44;
p. 41a).
23 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: Omnis creatura quae potest per se existere habet aliquam propriam passionem
inseparabilem distinctam realiter a se; sed anima intellectiva potest per se existere, quia separatur a
corpore; ergo habet aliquam propriam potentiam inseparabilem distinctam a se realiter (f. 35a).
24 Vargas, QDA 2.3.3: Quod autem talis propria passio distinguatur realiter ab ipsa re, patet per
Philosophum (1 Posteriorum [73a34sqq.]), qui dicit quod propria passio praedicatur de subiecto in
secundomodo dicendi per se; omnia autem quae sic praedicantur distinguuntur realiter ab eo de
quo praedicantur; ergo etc. (f. 35a).
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what became known as predication per se in the first mode and per se in the second
mode. In the first case, the definition or a part of the definition is predicated of a
thing (the definition expressing the thing’s essence, e.g.man is a rational animal). In
the second case, a property is predicated of a thing (e.g.man is capable of laughing), but
now the predicate can only be understood by referring to the subject again: although
it is not included in the essential definition of the subject, it presents an inseparable
feature of the subject’s essence. Vargas reads this passage as implying a real distinction
between property and essence, which suggests that he sees properties as accidents
too.
The fact that the essence of the soul is indeterminate with respect to its acts
provides another reason why the soul and its powers must be distinct. The soul itself
is indifferent to a great variety of different acts, some involving an organ, some not;
some being free, some not. By itself, the essence of the soul is not capable of engaging
in activities. It must be determined to a particular act, which can only happen by
an additional factor (aliquod superadditum). The additional factor cannot be a mode
or a relation, because the latter already presuppose a determinate entity as their
foundation. So the additional factor must be something absolute: the powers fulfil
this requirement.25
In sum, Vargas’s answer to the question whether the intellective soul is really
distinct from its powers (QDA 2.3.3) is that the powers of the rational soul, notably
intellect and will, are really different from the essence of the soul because they are
proper attributes or something added to the soul’s essence. He presents his view
in opposition to those who deny that the powers are an accident or something
absolute added to the soul’s essence. Now, what is remarkable throughout Vargas’s
argumentation is that he seems to avoid to use the notion of accident and talks
only of proper attributes and some additional factor. What could this mean? We cannot
straightforwardly conclude from this that he does not see the powers as real accidents,
since elsewherehe calls thepowers accidents. For example, at a certainpoint inQDA 2.4
he asserts that the powers of the soul are formally and intrinsically distinct from each
other onaccountof their essences. To theobjection that thepowers are accidents andas
25 Vargas,QDA 2.3.3: Illud quod de se non dicit aliquem ordinem ad aliquem actum determinatum
sed est indifferens ad plures actus diversos tanta diversitate quod quidam sunt organici, quidam
naturales, si debet determinari ad aliquem eorum producendum vel eliciendum, oportet necessario
quod determinetur per aliquod sibi superadditum absolutum; sed essentia animae est huiusmodi
respectu actuum suorum, etc. […] quod tale sit absolutum, probatur. Quia si non esset absolutum,
vel esset modus, vel respectus; sed ista non habent determinare rem, quia sequuntur rem iam
determinatam. (f. 35a–b).
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such do not have being by themselves, Vargas replies that, although the powers do not
have by themselves being in amaterial and extrinsic sense, theymust as accidents have
by themselves being in a formal and intrinsic sense, because otherwise they would
not by their essence belong to a category, which is false.26 And when Vargas addresses
the question whether the powers of the soul originate from the soul itself, his first
claim is that the soul cannot be the efficient cause of its powers, because in efficient
causation there is an assimilation between cause and effect, which cannot obtain in
the case of the soul, which is a spiritual substance, and its accidents.27 So it would seem
that Vargas sees the soul’s powers both as proper attributes and as accidents. Still, we
may ask: does thismean that for Vargas there is no difference between the ontological
status of attributes and accidents? Or are attributes intermediate between substance
and accident, as Thomas had suggested (see Chapter Two)? In order to resolve this
questionwemay consider Vargas’s views on the origin of the soul’s powers: in treating
this issue he consistently uses the notion of ‘proper attribute’ and in the end contrasts
it with ‘common accidents’.
The Origin of the Powers of the Soul
If the powers of the soul are distinct from the soul’s essence, the question arises:
where do they come from? This question is a special case of the more general one:
where do a subject’s properties come from? Vargas maintains that the subject cannot
properly and directly be the originating principle or effective cause of its own proper
attributes.28 This negative claim essentially rests on the impossibility of self-motion.29
26 Vargas,QDA 2.4.2: Secunda conclusio est quod potentiae distinguuntur se ipsis per essentias suas
formaliter et intrinsece. […] [Obiectio:] sed potentiae animae non habent esse se ipsis […] quia
potentiae animae sunt accidentia; accidentia autem non habent esse se ipsis, immo habent esse per
esse ipsius subiecti sive substantiae. […] [Responsio:] Tunc dico ad minorem quod potentiae animae
sicut [sunt C] aliqua [quaedam C alia N] accidentia, quamvis non habeant esse se ipsis materialiter
et extrinsece, quia requirunt subiectum in quo recipiuntur, habent tamen esse se ipsis formaliter
et intrinsece; alias non essent per se in praedicamento, quod est falsum. (n. 76, p. 43a; n. 88, 44b;
n. 90, p. 44b). Although at the critical point in Vargas’s answer the sources are slightly hesitant, the
intendedmeaning is clear.
27 Vargas,QDA 2.5.3: Proprius et immediatus effectus alicuius causae efficientis debet assimilari suae
causae; sed potentiae animae non assimilantur eidem; ergo. Maior patet, quia omne agens naturale
intendit sibi assimilare passum.Minor patet, quia potentiae animae sunt accidentia; anima autem
est spiritualis substantia (f. 52b).
28 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Prima conclusio: quod subiectum non potest esse proprie et directe principium
originans suae propriae passionis (f. 51a)
29 as established inQDA 2.5.1:Utrum unum et idem repectu eiusdem possit esse activum et passivum?
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If the subject were the immediate effective cause of its own attributes, then one and
the same entity would be active and passive with respect to itself and so be the basis
for the mutually opposite and incompatible relations of moving and beingmoved,
which, Vargas argues, is impossible. Moreover, if the subject caused its own attributes
immediately, then in fact a substantial formwould be the immediate source of its
operations, which (as we saw earlier) is impossible.30
How, then, do the attributes of the subject arise? The crucial element in the
negative claim is ‘not directly’, which is to be taken literally. For Vargas is prepared
to accept that the soul ‘somehow’ is the principle of its powers. How this is to be
understood will become clear when Vargas sets to prove his positive claim, that the
subject is indirectly the cause of its own properties, ‘by way of a certain connection
and production’.31 According to Vargas, the ‘efficient’ or ‘originating’ principle can
be taken in two ways. In a strict or proper sense, something is said to be ‘efficient’ or
‘originating’ onlywhen it acts ormakes directly, in theway a craftsman is the efficient
cause of a knife. In another way the terms are taken in a wider and indirect sense, by
way of ‘a certain connection’ and production.32
In a brave attempt to clarify the relevant kind of connection Vargas resorts to
examples. Consider the way wax receives the form of a signet ring: speaking strictly,
the passive principle of receiving the form is the wax’s quantity, its being a certain
volume of matter; but we can also call the softness of the wax a passive principle
30 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Si subiectum proprie et directe esset causa effectiva suae passionis, sequeretur
quod unum et idem secundum idem esset activum et passivum respectu eiusdem. Consequens
est falsum, ergo. Falsitas consequentis patet ex articulo praecedenti [QDA 2.5.1]. Nam si unum et
idem secundum idem esset activum et passivum respectu eiusdem, unum et idem secundum idem
respectu eiusdem esset in actu et in potentia, et fundaret respectus oppositos et incompossibiles,
cuiusmodi sunt respectusmoventis etmoti, activi et passivi – quod impossibile est. […] Si subiectum
esset principium suae propriae passionis, sequeretur quod forma substantialis esset immediatum
principium suae operationis; consequens est falsum, ergo. Falsitas consequentis probata est in
primo articulo tertiae quaestionis istius secundi [QDA 2.3.1] (f. 51a). The point ofQDA 2.3.1 was briefly
discussed at the beginning of this chapter.
31 Vargas, QDA 2.5.2: Bene tamen volo animam immediate aliquo modo esse principium suarum
potentiarum … ut statim apparebit in probando secundam conclusionem (f. 51b). – Secunda
conclusio: quod subiectum indirecte, per modum cuiusdam connexionis et resultationis potest esse
principium originans suae passionis (f. 51a).
32 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Cuius gratia est advertendum quod efficiens sive originans potest capi dupliciter.
Unomodo stricte vel proprie, ut dicatur efficiens sive originans illud solum quod directe agit vel
facit, eo modo quo faber est causa efficiens cultelli; alio modo capitur large et indirecte, per modum
cuiusdam connexionis et resultationis, eo modo quo inferius declarabitur (f. 51a).
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with respect to receiving the form.33 Similarly, an originating or effective principle is
strictly speaking what acts properly and principally; but what produces something in
a certain order andby anecessary connectionmay also be called an effective principle.34
This applies, for example, when aman drags off a piece of wood bymeans of an iron
handle fixed to the wood: it is the man alone who effectively drags both the handle
and the log and who communicates the motion to the whole of what is moved; yet,
in a wider sense wemay say that the motion of the parts after the handle originate
from the motion of the handle and that the handle drags off the piece of wood ‘by
way of a certain connection.’35
These examples provide a model for the case of the subject and its proper
attributes. The subject and its proper attributemake up essentially one thing; one
part, for example the subject, does not cause the other, speaking properly and strictly
in termsof effective causality, for in that sense, the efficient cause of bothparts (subject
and property) of the whole is what generates or creates them (which in the case of
the proper attributes constituting the powers of the intellective soul is God; as we
will see below). Nevertheless, what happens can still be described in terms of efficient
causation: one part can be said to originate from the other, in so far as the power of
the agent only attains the posterior part (the attribute) via the prior part (the subject)
on account of the natural connection between them (cf. the example of the piece of
wood and the handle); an efficient cause can never produce an attribute or come to it
effectively without coming to the subject first.
The relation between subject and proper attributes must be as described, because
it is impossible for the subject to have no causality at all with respect to its properties;
otherwise the proper attributes would be like ‘common accidents’, and depend on the
33 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Verbi gratia: mollities cerae, quia disponit ceram ad recipiendum figuram sigilli,
licet non sit illud in qua recipitur figura sigilli in ratione recipiendi, quia proprie loquendo ratio
recipiendi firguram sigilli est quantitas; alio tamenmodo, quia disponit subiectum, dicitur esse
ratio recipiendi figuram et dicitur se habere passive respectu figurae (f. 51b)
34 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Sic suo modo non solum dicitur principium originans et effectivum illud quod
proprie et principaliter agit et efficit; immo etiam potest dici principium originans sive effectiva
causa illud quod quodam ordine et quadam necessaria connexione producit aliud (f. 51b).
35 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Sicut si figatur clavus in aliquo corpore, et aliquis non posset illud corpus trahere
nisi per clavum, ipsum capiendo: licet ipse solus esset qui effective traheret et clavum et corpus, et
qui effective communicaret motum toti mobili; tamen large et indirecte, secundum reductionem
quandam ad genus causae efficientis, motus aliarum partium post clavum dicerentur originari a
motu clavi, clavus diceretur per modum cuiusdam connexionis trahere corpus (f. 51b). Vargas here
describes one case of essentially ordered causes.
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subject onlymaterially and subjectively; that is, they would in no way be related to
the essence of the subject.36 At this juncture, Vargas suggests that proper attributes
are different from ‘common accidents’, or at least that they are a special subset of the
class of accidents. Clearly Vargas wants the attributes to be more closly linked to the
essence of the soul than ‘common accidents’ are; yet this need not mean that they are
not accidents. Wemay conclude that Vargas seems to prefer seeing the powers of the
soul as proper attributes rather than as just accidents. The powers of the soul arise
from the essence of the species of man; they are proper attributes and as such indeed
closer to the soul’s essence than other kinds of accidents; yet they remain accidents,
and as such are really different from the soul’s essence.
According to Vargas, the soul is the first origin of its powers in an indirect way,
‘by way of a certain connection and production’.37 The question is not whether the soul
is the cause of its powers; it ‘somehow’ must be, because the existence of the powers
necessarily follows upon the existence of the soul; the question merely is how the
soul can cause its powers: it cannot do so properly and directly, as has been argued,
so it must be indirectly, ‘by way of some connection’.38 Vargas modestly notes that
his solution is tentative, but that his theory of ‘a certain connection’ is consistent
with the ‘common view’ that the proper attributes of a subject ‘flow from’ the latter.39
One understanding of the exact meaning of ‘flowing from’ in this context is given
by John of Jandun: The powers of the soul ‘flow from the soul’ in the sense that they
36 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Si subiectum nullam causalitatem haberet supra suas proprietates, sequeretur
quod non plus dependerent quam quodcumque aliud accidens commune; consequens est falsum;
ergo. Patet consequentia. Quia solum dependerent ab ipsomaterialiter et subiective, sicut aliqua
accidentia. Ad vitandum ergo illud inconveniens oportet dicere quod subiectum est aliquomodo
originans suae proprietatis; sed non est principium proprie et directe, sicut probavi in prima
conclusione; reliquitur ergo quod sit principium originans indirecte per modum cuiusdam
connexionis eo modo quo dictum est (f. 52a).
37 Vargas, QDA 2.5.3: Anima est primum originans suarum potentiarum indirecte per modum
cuiusdam connexionis et resultationis (f. 52b)
38 Vargas, QDA 2.5.3: Illud ad cuius esse sequitur aliud de necessitate est aliqua causa illius; sed ad
esse animae sequitur de necessitate esse potentiae; ergo anima est aliquo modo causa dictarum
potentiarum. Tunc ulterius: aut est causa proprie et directe, aut est causa indirecte per modum
cuiusdam connexionis; non primomodo, ut probatum est; ergo secundomodo. Minor huius nota
est de se; maior patet, quia causa est ad cuius esse etc (f. 52b).
39 Vargas,QDA 2.5.2: Et istomodo salvatur commune dictum omnium dotorum et philosophorum
dicentium quod propriae passiones fluunt a subiecto, non quidem proprie et directe, sed indirecte
et per modum cuiusdam connexionis et resultationis eo modo quo expositum est. Hoc autem dico
quasi dubitative et dando aliis materiam cogitandi. (p. 52b).
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are dependent on the soul as on a per se cause; but they are not caused by the soul
as by a per se agent.40 Vargas seems to envisage a similar distinction: the soul causes
its powers, not as a per se agent would do, namely ‘properly and directly’, but by way
of flowing forth, ‘via a certain connection’, a process which Vargas can only clarify
by resorting to analogies. Anyway, the question now is: what agent is responsible
for implementing this ‘flowing from’? Vargas addresses it inQDA 2.5.3, essentially
presenting the view of Aquinas.41There are two agents involved: one for the vegetative
and sensitive soul and one for the intellective soul. The powers of the sensitive and
the vegetative soul are truly, properly and directly caused effectively by the parent (a
generante, i.e. the father).42 As for the powers of the intellective soul: they are properly
and directly produced by God alone: he creates them effectively.43
To conclude this section: ForVargas thepowers of the intellective soul are as proper
attributes intimately linked to the soul’s essence, closer than ‘common accidents’.
They are not directly and properly caused by the soul, but only indirectly, by way of a
certain connexion, ‘flowing forth’ from the soul’s essence, when the soul is effectively
created by God.
2. Acts, Objects and Powers
No treatment of the powers of the soul is complete if it does not consider the relations
between the powers, their acts and the objects involved. Aristotle had suggested that
the powers be specified in terms of their acts, and that the acts in turn be specified in
terms of their objects.44 This methodological principle was generally accepted by the
medievals. Vargas deals with the matter in two relatively independent subquestions:
dowedistinguish acts in terms of objects, andpowers in terms of acts?45His treatment
of the principle is significant in that it is muchmore extensive than in some of his
40 Cf. John of Jandun,QDA 2.10: An potentiae animae fluant ab eius essentia (1586, c. 107–108).
41 See e.g. Pasnau (2002), esp. p. 100 ff. and Bazan (2011).
42 Vargas,QDA 2.5.3: Potentiae animae sensitivae et vegetativae vere et proprie et directe causantur
effective a generante (f. 52b).
43 Vargas,QDA 2.5.3: Potentiae animae intellectivae proprie et directe producantur a solo deo creante
effective (f. 52b).
44 The principle is implied in Aristotle’s De Anima 415a14–24. Cf. Auctoritates Aristotelis: Potentiae
cognoscuntur per actus, actus vero per obiecta (Hamesse, 1974, p. 179).
45 Vargas,QDA 2.4.2.1:Utrumactus distinguantur per obiecta (n. 46, p. 41a) and: QDA 2.4.2.2:Utrumpotentiae
distinguantur per actus (n. 73, p. 43a).
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predecessors, especially regarding the relation between acts and powers. Radulphus
Brito, for example, deals with it in hardlymore than one folio (or just about two pages
inmodern print); the same goes for John of Jandun: his three columns in the Venice
edition of 1587 contrast poorly with the ten columns Vargas devotes to the question
in the Venice edition of 1566.46 Vargas builds his lengthy exposition as a development
upon and dialogue with his predecessors, so let us examine briefly the views of some
some of them.
ThomasAquinas. For ThomasAquinas the relationbetweenobjects, acts andpowers
is relatively simple. The type of power follows from the type of action, and the latter
follows from the type of object. But the role of the object is different for active powers
and for passive powers. In the case of the latter, the object is the principle and active
cause of the power’s act, whereas in the case of the former the object is the end term
and goal of the power’s activity. Thomas offers an example of each case. The power of
vision is a passive power and color is the causative principle of the act of vision. The
power of augmentation or growth, in contrast, is an active power; its object or goal is
the right or perfect size of the entity in question.47
Radulphus Brito (ca. 1270–ca. 1320) also distinguishes between active and passive
powers and offers essentially the same examples as Thomas, but in a slightly more
extended form. Passive powers, such as the sensitive and the intellective power,
are distinguished in terms of their objects, since the objects bring a power from
a state of potentiality to a state of actuality. For example, the visual power becomes
activated by a visual object, and the intellect becomes activated by an intelligible
object. In the case of active powers the distinction has to be based on both objects and
operations or acts, because an active power has both its operation and its object as its
46 John of Jandun,QDA 2.8: An potentiae animae distinguantur per actus (1587, cols. 100–103). Radulphus
Brito,QDA 2.13:Utrum potentie distinguantur per actus et actus per obiecta (ed. de Boer 2012, here pp. 352–
353). Vargas,QDA 2.4.2,Utrum actus distinguantur per obiecta et potentiae per actus (1566, p. 41a–46a); the
columns in the edition of Vargas and of Jandun are about the same size.
47 Aquinas, STh. 1.77.3 (Quomodo potentiae animae distinguantur): Respondeo dicendum quod potentia,
secundum illud quod est potentia, ordinatur ad actum. Unde oportet rationem potentiae accipi
ex actu ad quem ordinatur, et per consequens oportet quod ratio potentiae diversificetur, ut
diversificatur ratio actus. Ratio autem actus diversificatur secundum diversam rationem obiecti.
Omnis enim actio vel est potentiae activae, vel passivae. Obiectum autem comparatur ad actum
potentiae passivae, sicut principium et causa movens, color enim inquantummovet visum, est
principium visionis. Ad actum autem potentiae activae comparatur obiectum ut terminus et finis,
sicut augmentativae virtutis obiectum est quantum perfectum, quod est finis augmenti. […] Unde
necesse est quod potentiae diversificentur secundum actus et obiecta.
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goal. For example, the nutritive and augmentative powers are aimed towards food
and the conservation of the individual.48
John of Jandun (ca. 1287–1328). The goal-directedness of the powers of the soul is a
decisive criterion for John of Jandun too. He acknowledges that from a psychological
point of view, as far as the origin of our cognitions is concerned, we distinguish
between the powers of the soul becausewe first somehowdistinguishbetween various
acts. But from an ontological point of view the situation is different. As long as the
powers are not active, they cannot in reality be distinguished on the basis of acts.
Since the acts do not yet exist, they cannot in any way differentiate between things.
However, when the powers are indeed active, the acts are the cause of the distinction
between them. In explaining the latter assertion, Jandun resorts to the same examples
as Thomas and Radulphus. For passive powers the proper and proximate goal of that
power is actually receiving a form; for example, the act of seeing (visio) is the goal of
the visual power when it is actually present in the latter. The goal of an active power
is the event of bringing about a particular act; for example, growth (augmentatio) is
the goal of the augmentative power.49
48 Brito,QDA 2.13 (Utrum potentie distinguantur per actus et actus per obiecta): Potentie passive sunt sicut
potentia sensitiva et intellectiva.Modo iste potentie distinguuntur per obiecta, quia per illud aliquid
distinguitur quod educit ipsumde potentia ad actum;modo obiectumpotentie passive educit ipsam
depotentia ad actum, sicut visibile educit visumdepotentia ad actumet intelligibile intellectum. […]
Etpotentie activehabentdistingui per obiecta et operationes. Propterhoc est intelligendumquod ille
potentie active ordinantur ad operationes suas et obiecta, sicut potentia nutritiva et augmentativa
ad conservationem individui, potentia generativa ordinatur ad conservationem speciei. Sunt ergo
propter operationem sicut propter finem. Etiam sunt propter obiectum sicut propter finem, quia,
sicut apparet primo Ethicorum [1094a5–6], ubicumque preter operationem est operatum, operatum
habet rationem finis, sicut in domo preter edificationem est operatum, scilicet ipsa domus, que
habet rationem finis. Et ideo in istis operationibus obiectum habet rationem finis respectu potentie
(Ed. De Boer, pp. 352–353).
49 John of Jandun, QDA 2.8 (An potentiae animae distinguantur per actus): Tunc dico ad quaestionem
tria. Primo quod potentiae animae bene distinguuntur per actus quantum ad cognitionem sive
quoad nos, ita, scilicet, quod distinctio potentiarum animae cognoscitur a nobis per distinctos actus
aliquomodo. […] Secundo dico quod cum potentiae sint sine suis actibus, ipsi actus non sunt causa
distinctionis potentiarum quantum ad esse reale ipsius distinctionis, et simpliciter quia non-ens,
dum est non-ens, non est per se et proprie causa entis, ut manifestum est. […] Tertio dico quod cum
actus potentiarum actualiter sint in ipsis, sic sunt causa distinctionis potentiarum animae, quia
finis propius et propinquus diversorum ordinatorum in finem est causa distinctionis et diversitatis
ipsorum, utmanifestum est. […] Actus ergo potentiae animae habent causalitatem finis respectu
potentiae, dum actu informat ipsam potentiam quantum ad potentiam passivam, vel actu procedit
ab ipsa potentia quantum ad potentiam activam, ut visio est finis potentiae visivae dum actualiter
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The consensus between these three authors is probably due to the fact that Radul-
phus andBrito resorted to theAristotelianmethodological principle of distinguishing
powers on the basis of acts and acts on the basis of powers.Nevertheless, the consensus
doesnot signal the commonviewat thebeginningof the fourteenth century. Inpartic-
ular the assumption implicit in these three accounts, that the apprehensive powers of
sensation and cognition are passive, was not generally accepted. Vargas, for one, rejects
it, witness his plea for an agent sense and his view that the agent intellect is the only
active cause in intellection.50 Anyway, with Vargas the methodological principle itself
gets a more detailed analysis, based on various ways in which items can be distinct.
Vargas and Gerard of Siena on the Role of Objects in Distinguishing Acts
According to Vargas there is a fundamental difference between being distinct intrinsi-
cally and being distinct extrinsically. Items are intrinsically distinct when they differ
in terms of something that belongs intrinsically to the essential nature or definition
or conceptual content of the item (quod est de intrinseca ratione); the difference arises
on the basis of the principles that intrinsically and formally constitute an item. An
example would be two substances that are distinguished on the basis of a specific
difference: a donkey and a man are intrinsically distinct on account of the differ-
ence rationality, which is only present inman. Items are extrinsically different when
the difference is based on something that does not belong to their essential nature.
For example: man’s ability to laugh is extrinsically different from a horse’s ability
to neigh; these proper passions or attributes are different because they belong to a
different subject, without, however, belonging to the essential nature of the subject;
the difference arises on the basis of principles that extrinsically andmaterially consti-
tute an item; the distinction is called extrinsic not because the relevant items are not
distinct in themselves, but because they are distinguished on the basis of something
that does not belong to their essential nature (n. 48). Applied to the problem at hand:
the acts of the soul are by themselves formally and intrinsically distinct, through their
essence (n. 53). They cannot by themselves be extrinsically distinct, since they are
est in ipso visu, et augmentatio est finis augmentativae virtutis dum ipsa actualiter augmentat.
(1587, col. 101–102).
50 Vargas,QDA 2.6.2Utrum sit dare aliquem sensum agentem (1566, p. 59a) andQDA 3.2Utrum intellectus
agens sit totalis causa effectiva actus intelligendi (1566, p. 77b). On the history of the agent sense see
Pattin (1988). Vargas’s views on the position and function of the agent intellect will be dealt with in
Chapter Five.
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distinct on the basis of their constituting principles which by definition are never
extrinsic to the entities involved (n. 54).
What then about the role of objects in distinguishing acts? They are extrinsic
entities that clearly have to do with the way acts can be differentiated. Vargas lists
four ways of distinguishing extrinsically between the acts of the soul (n. 49) and for
each kind he specifies the role the object has in it. Once again, Vargas is not original
here. His treatment of thematter is essentially based on that of his confrère Gerard of
Siena in the first book of the latter’s Sentences commentary:51 Vargas borrows the four
distinctionsdirectly fromGerard (who isnotmentionedbyname, but introduced later
as quidam reverendus doctor),52 although he does not follow the latter in his conclusions
(see the Sources at the end of the edition for the parallels).
The four kinds of extrinsic distinction rest on a hierarchical ordering of acts
in terms of their objects. At the bottom we have concrete activities: the same act
involving the same object or kind of object occurring at different times; for example
thinking of Socrates nowversus thinking of him tomorrow. Such acts are ‘numerically
distinct’ (secundum numerum) (n. 52). The numerical distinction between acts involves
by definition several instances of an act having one single power and one single
object; since the power and the object are the same at each occurrence of the act,
they cannot account for the distinction. Another principle of distinction is required
(n. 70): an external factor (aliquid extrinsecum) on account of which the act or activity
is interrupted. This can be seen as follows. An uninterrupted motion would go
on forever and be numerically one motion, but when it is interrupted, it becomes
several numerically distinct motions. Analogously: if an act of the soul were never
interrupted, it would go on forever and be the same act numerically. In order to
individuate numerically distinct acts, we must identify not only the power but also
the interrupting element (n. 71). Next, acts of the same power can be ‘specifically
distinct’ (secundum speciem) because they are directed at specifically distinct objects. For
example: the acts of apprehending (actus intelligendi) colours that are different species
of the genus ‘colour’, e.g. black and white (n. 51). The distinction between specifically
distinct acts is completely based on the objects involved (n. 66–68). Similarly, the next-
higher type of distinction is that between acts ‘distinct according to proximate genus’
(secundum genus proximum). It holds that holding between acts of one and the same
51 Gerard of Siena, In PrimumSententiarum, d. 1, q. 3, a. 2:Utrumdistinctio actuum sit a potentiis vel ab obiectis
(1598, fol. 98b). Gerard of Siena (d. 1336) read the Sentences at Paris, ca. 1325. See Courtenay (2009).
52 This quidam doctor is identified by amarginal note in the Venice edition at n. 59 (p. 42a): Adversatur
huic conclusioniMagister Gerardus Sen. ord. Erem. D. Aug. 1 Sent. d. 1.
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power involving objects that are more than just specifically different, for example
the act of apprehending a colour and the act of apprehending a flavour (n. 50). This
distinction is also completely accounted for by the objects involved. Finally, to the
extent that acts arise from different powers of the rational soul and involve anything
that can be an object of these powers, they are ‘distinct in terms of remote genus’
(secundumgenus remotum) andwe can say that the act of one power is different from that
of another power; for example: the acts of thinking (actus qui est intelligere) and willing
are distinct in this sense. They represent the highest level of distinction between
acts of the intellective soul (n. 49). The acts of thinking and of willing presuppose
formally distinct53 powers, so their distinction cannot be completely due to objects,
because then formally and intrinsically distinct powers would have no role in the
distinction between the acts (n. 57). Likewise, their distinction cannot be completely
due to powers, because remotely distinct acts cannot terminate in the same object
under the same formal aspects (n. 58).
Vargas on the Role of Acts in Distinguishing Powers
Just as Vargas’s doctrine of the conceptual distinction ex natura rei (in QDA 2.4.1.1)
prepared his explanation for howmemory and intellect are related (inQDA 2.4.3.1),
so his views on the relation between acts and powers (in QDA 2.4.2.2) prepares his
explanation for how intellect andwill are related (inQDA 2.4.3.2). As wewill see below,
Vargas holds that intellect andwill are really distinct. To prove this claim, he develops
the following two theses:
T1: The powers of the soul are formally and intrinsically distinguished not
through their acts but through their essences.
T2: The powers of the soul are materially and extrinsically distinguished not
through their acts but by their proper and adequate objects, taken formally
(that is: taken according to their intelligible content, which reflects their
form).
53 Cf. n. 57: Illa distinctio quae necessario praesupponit distinctionem formalem potentiarum non est totaliter ab
obiectis. Presumably Vargas uses the term formal distinction here in a non-committal way: not in the
sense of the Scotistic formal distinction, which for Vargas implies the existence of formalities, but
merely to refer to notions that are distinct in terms of formal content (or quiddity). A less benevolent
reading would be that Vargas, for all his efforts to dismiss the Scotistic formal distinction, turns out
to be unable to avoid it.
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The net result of these two theses is that Vargas denies that the acts of the powers
of the soul have any role in distinguishing the powers, a view that stands apart from
what was believed by the authors we discussed at the beginning of this section.
The positive claim of the first thesis, that the powers, notably intellect and will,
are distinguished by their very essences, is in fact axiomatic and it holds almost by
definition. By way of proof Vargas notes that even if, counterfactually, intellect and
will existed outside the soul, apart from anything else, they would still be distinct in
terms of their essences (n. 76).54 As for the negative part of T1, that the powers are not
distinguished through their acts, Vargas points out oncemore that an active power
is the efficient cause of its act and a passive power receives its act; as such, powers
always precede their act, so the latter cannot be a formal principle for distinguishing
the powers (n. 74). That the intrinsic and formal distinction between the powers
does not rest on the presence of acts can readily be seen in sleeping persons, where
the absence of acts of thinking and willing does not mean that there are no distinct
powers (n. 75).55 – As it stands, Vargas’s reasoning for T1 appears to be somewhat
unsatisfactory, in that it asserts an essential distinction between intellect and will
without offering an explicit specification of the essences. Perhaps Vargas did not
deem it necessary to do so, as the essential difference between intellect and will was
common knowledge: the will is a free power whereas the intellect is not; it is a natural
power that functions necessarily when an appropriate object is apprehended. Vargas
makes up for this neglect when heargues for a real distinction between intellect and
will (see below).
According to Vargas, acts have no role in the essential distinction of intellect
and will. But this is not the whole story. Vargas also denies that acts can account
for thematerial and extrinsic distinction between the powers. The reason is that an
act is always posterior to a power, whereas a constitutive principle, be it intrinsic
or extrinsic, always precedes whatever it constitutes (n. 78). Nevertheless, although
54 Vargas, QDA 2.4.2.2: … posito per possibile vel impossibile, quod deus separaret voluntatem et
intellectum ab anima, et annihilaret omnia alia, adhuc nec intellectus esset voluntas, nec e converso;
immo tanta distinctione distinguerentur ad invicem sicut et modo […] a dormiente removentur
actus volendi et intelligendi, et sic de aliis, et tamen non dicitur quod in dormiente potentiae non
distinguantur intrinsece et formaliter. (n. 74; p. 43b and n. 75; p. 43ab).
55 Vargas, QDA 2.4.2.2: … potentia est causa effectiva actus, vel saltim secundaria; quidquid detur,
habetur, quod precedat ipsum, quia causa effectiva precedit effectum, et recipiens aliquo modo
precedit receptum (n. 74; p. 43a). This is basically Scotus’s response to Henry of Ghents view on the
distinction between the powers of the soul (see Chapter Two). Vargas offers additional arguments
when he discusses some objections to T1 (in n. 84–91)
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acts do not properly distinguish between the powers, they point to or give evidence
for a distinction between them (n. 82). After all, acts are caused by powers and
as such they lead to cognition of the causes, that is, the powers involved (n. 83).
So a material and extrinsic distinction between the powers cannot be based on
their acts; it can be based, however, on their proper and adequate objects, taken
formally. This qualification means that the objects match the power’s degree of
dignity and perfection, and since each power has its own degree of dignity and
perfection, its proper and adequate objects effectively differentiate it (n. 81). The
relation between a power an its object is analogous to the relation between a science
and its subject matter. Since sciences are distinguishedmaterially and extrinsically
on the basis of their respective subjects (according to Aristotle),56 the powers are
likewise distinguished materially and extrinsically by their adequate and formal
objects (n. 80).
In sum, the powers of the soul are intrinsically distinct on account of their
essence; they are not distinguished on the basis of their acts. Acts, however, can be
distinguished in terms of their objects. Vargas explains how such distinction can
occur by considering the way objects can be hierarchically categorized: acts involving
the same object at different times are numerically distinct, acts involving specifically
different objects of oneparticular external sense are specifically distinct, acts involving
the objects of two different external senses are distinct in terms of proximate genus,
and acts involvingthe objects of distinct powers of the soul are distinct in terms of
remote genus.
3. The Relation between Intellect andMemory: Giles of Rome and Vargas
Having clarified the relation between objects, acts and powers in general, Vargas
addresses in the principal question of QDA 2.4 the relation between ‘the three powers
of the intellective soul, which arememory, intellect andwill, or the parts of the image’
(n. 105).
56 Aristotle, On the Soul 431b24–25. Cf. Auctoritates: Scientiae secantur quemadmodum res de quibus sunt
scientiae (Hamesse, p. 188). Cf. VargasQDA 1.1.1: Si ergo loquamur de specificatione extrinseca pono
duas conclusiones […]. Prima est quod unitas specifica habitus scientifici sumitur ex unitate subiecti
adaequati formaliter sumpti […] Si autem loquamur de specificatione intrinseca dico quod scientia
non specificatur a subiecto nec a modo cognoscendi, sed a seipsa per essentiam suam formaliter
specificatur (p. 2a).
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As to their difference he holds that memory and intellect are really one power,
only conceptually distinct (n. 117), whereas intellect and will, on the other hand, are
really distinct powers (n. 132).
But before presenting his own view on the relation betweenmemory and intellect
Vargas mentions and rejects the view of ‘certain doctors’ that these powers are really
distinct.57 The view holds that memory, which is one part of the image, is really
distinct from intellect; specifically, that memory is the same as the agent intellect
and that it is different from the possible intellect (n. 106). According to Vargas, the
intellective part of the soul includes memory, but not the agent intellect, so the latter
is a power distinct frommemory (n. 107–109). Vargas has muchmore to say about the
nature of the agent intellect and its role in intellection (both inQDA 3.2 and in the
Sentences commentary) but Iwill postpone the discussion of these topics to subsequent
chapters; here I will concentrate upon the relation between intellect andmemory,
which for Vargas are one and the same power, a view that he shares with Giles of
Rome.58
When Giles deals with the question whether the Augustinian picture of the
soul means that memory, intelligence and intellect are three powers he comes up
with a conclusion that Vargas will endorse too: ‘in truth or in reality’ memory and
intelligence are the samepower, but they are conceptually distinct, on account of their
functions (officia): one and the same power is calledmemory in so far as it remembers,
and intelligence in so far as it engages in intellection. This description of the soul’s
powers is very similar to the one found in the Liber de Spiritu et Anima (see Chapter
Two).
Vargas resumes Giles’s formulations. Memory and intellect are one and the same
power, engaging in different tasks and activities, which are, respectively, storing
57 The text itself does not contain a name. Ms C and ed. v refer in the margin to Godfrey of Fontaines;
relevant texts of the latter are: Quod. 6.15: Utrum intellectus agens pertineat ad rationem superiorem;
Quod. 5.8:Utrum intellectus agens sit imaginis certa pars quae dicitur memoria; and Quod. 15.11:Utrum
intellectus agens et possibilis sint idem per essentiam. Vargas does not seem to quote directly from any
of these texts; his arguments come closest to what Godfrey says in Quod. 5.8 but they are rather
sketchy. So I will not dwell upon them here.
58 Giles of Rome, Sent. 1 d. 3 p. 2 q. 4 art. 2 (Utrum memoria, intelligentia et voluntas sint tres potentiae):
Dicendumest ergo quodmemoria et intelligentia non sunt duae potentiae secundumveritatem sive
secundum rem sed secundum rationem. Propter hoc aliqui dicunt eas esse duas vires; volunt enim
quod sufficiat ad distinctionem virium diversitas officiorum; eadem enim est potentia memoria
et intelligentia, sed prout meminit dicitur memoria, prout intelligit intelligentia. […] memoria
habet aliud officium quam intelligentia; quia illa retinet, ista speculatur, dicimusmemoriam et
intelligentiam esse duas vires, cum tamen sunt una potentia (1699, pp. 99–100).
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species and cognizing themhabitually, andusing species in actual cognition. They are,
therefore, one power in reality, but differing according to reason (una potentia realiter
diversa secundum rationem; n. 117; here we finally have what the lengthy argument
elaborated in the first part of QDA 2.4 wants to establish). The main reason why
Vargas accepts this conclusion seems to be that he cannot imagine it to be otherwise:
Memory and intellect must be the same, because it is utterly impossible (impossibilis
totaliter) that one power (i.e. memory) keeps species and habits, while another power
(i.e. intellect)makes use of them (n. 118).Note that herewe are dealingwith intellective
memory, not sense memory, which is one of the internal senses. Objects perceived in
sense perception are concrete particulars, which can be stored permanently in sense
memory. Intellective memory, however, is a power that holds abstract universals
memory (species).
Vargas clarifies his position in a reply to the objection that memory and intellect
must be really and naturally distinct, since their functions involve activities that
are really distinct, and things that do really different things must be really distinct
themselves. Now, preserving concepts and possessing habitual knowledge is one
thing, whereas using concepts in actual cognition is another: these activities can be
distinguished in amind-independent way (n. 121). In his reply Vargas sides with Giles
again:
Our doctor does not intend to assign an operation or function to memory
that in reality is not assigned to the intellect, to the extent that intellect and
memory name one absolute power. There is one absolute power that in reality
has two functions: one consisting in storing concepts and possessing habitual
knowledge, and another consisting in using concepts in actual cognition.
This power, which is really one power, is given two names by our intellect.
For the intellect compares that single power as having one function, with the
same power as having another function, and gives it different names: it calls
it memory in so far as it has to preserve concepts and habitual knowledge, and
intellect in so far as it uses concepts in actual cognition. In this waymemory
and intellect are or are called two powers only according to reason, but they are
in reality only onepower. And this is not inappropriate, since sucha conceptual
distinction does not imply a real distinction, on the contrary, it is compatible
with it (n. 123).
The conclusion is that memory and intellect are in reality just one power; the fact
that it has different functions does not mean that it is diversified in two distinct
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powers; the difference is only nominal: one single power is named differently merely
on account of the different functions and operations it performs (n. 124).
Obviously, identifying memory and intellect conflicts with the fact the three
powers of the soul, memory, intellect and will, are assumed to constitute the image
of the three really distinct Persons in the Trinity. Vargas duly mentions this problem
andhemerely states that the soul can be an image of Godwhen some powers are really
distinguished whereas other powers are considered to be the same (n. 120, 122). He
does not elaborate on the matter. The reference to really distinct powers is probably
by way of anticipation of the distinction between intellect and will, which Vargas is
going to propose.
4. The Relation between Intellect andWill
In the final part of QDA 2.4 Vargas discusses the relation between intellect and will.
He starts by discussing and rejecting the opinion of ‘some doctors’ who hold that
intellect and will are in reality just one thing. As we saw in Chapter Two, Duns Scotus
is one of these doctors, but Vargas focuses in particular on the view of Durand of
Saint Pourçain (ca. 1273–1434) as presented in his Sentences commentary.59 According
to Durand, intellect and will are not distinct; they are one absolute thing, added to
man’s nature, but having the character (ratio) of two powers, because it is the principle
of two subordinated acts, namely understanding and willing. In this way, intellect
and will do not differ in anything whatsoever (n. 125).
The View of Durand of Saint Pourçain and Vargas’s Criticism
Durand offers four arguments for his view, which Vargas duly reports and refutes.
The will follows the intellect, because willing is subordinated to understanding. The
will is an intellective appetite that relates to its nature or natural form in the same
way as any other natural appetite; it follows its nature and is not distinct from it.
For example, the natural appetite of something heavy (i.e. the propensity to fall) is
59 That is to say, the substance of Durand’s arguments as found in the 1571 edition of Durand’s Sentences
commentary, which has the third redaction of the commentary. There is of course a possibility that
Vargas used an earlier version. In the 1571 edition, the relevant passage is Sent. I d. 3 p. 2 q. 4 (esp.
nn. 8–14). The edition is available in a digitized version at http://durandus.phil-fak.uni-koeln.de/
12823.html.
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really the same as heaviness itself. Similarly, the intellective appetite is essentially
and really the same as the nature it follows, namely the intellect (n. 126).60 – Vargas
does not accept this argument; he denies the analogy between natural and cognitive
appetite. In beings endowed with cognition, to follow an appetite is a more perfect
act than in natural things andmore than just the natural form is needed to produce
this act (n. 134).
Durand’s next argument again rests on the subordination of cognizing and
desiring. Subordinate acts can arise fromone absolute principle, for example, the same
light of the sun illuminates the air andmakes it warm. It is, therefore, superfluous
to posit two separate principles or two distinct powers (n. 127).61 – Vargas denies
the assumption that one power suffices for performing the acts of intellection and
volition; one and the same agentmay act by the same principle of acting (ratio agendi),
yet the acts of intellection and volition are received according to different principles
of receiving. This is even clear from the analogy Durand brings up: the different acts
caused by the same light of the sun (illumination and heating up) occur because of
different receptive principles, associated respectively with the heavenly bodies and
the sublunar elements (n. 135).
The nature of the will as a free power offers another argument for the identifica-
tion of intellect and will. The will is led to its objects freely, so it must have cognition
(cognoscens), as it is pertains to the nature of a free agent to be able to judge its own
acts. Now, in the superior part of the human soul where the will resides, there is no
other cognitive power than the intellect; so theymust coincide (n. 128).62 – Vargas is
not convinced. In an act of the will the principal agent is not the will but the human
soul or man as formally cognizing; the will is the principle of acting, and in order
to act freely it is sufficient that it commands the intellect, which is what is formally
cognizing; man is willing (volens) by another principle than cognition, which need
not itself be cognizing (n. 136).
Finally, if intellect and will were absolutely different powers, the source of
willing would not be the subject of understanding or a disposition in the subject of
understanding. In that case, the only way for an act of willing to arise would be by
60 Cf. Durand, Sent. 1 d. 3 p. 2 q. 4, n. 9.
61 Cf. Durand, Sent. 1 d. 3 p. 2 q. 4, n. 12. Note that Vargas’s text in ed. v is rather sloppy here: ‘Frustra
ponuntur plura ubi sufficit unum et una natura abstracta [absoluta Durand], sive [sed Durand]
una potentia realiter sumpta sufficit ad percipiendum [recipiendum ms C] intelligere, velle et
cognoscere; ergo.’
62 Cf. Durand, Sent. 1 d. 3 p. 2 q. 4, n. 13
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being caused byGod and the act of willingwould occur in thewillwithout a preceding
act of cognition in the intellect; now, this is impossible, according to Augustine’s
dictum63 that we cannot love what we do not know, since we can only will what we
know (n. 129).64 – For Vargas themain reason to reject this argument is that love cannot
occur without cognition and that the powers necessarily presuppose each other; and
even when one correlate is not the subject or a disposition in the subject of the other
correlate, God cannot cause the one without the other (n. 137).
Vargas’s Opinion: Real Distinction between Intellect andWill
Although Vargas spent some effort in refuting Durand’s arguments for the identity
of intellect and will, his defense of a real distinction is rather brief. Durand’s opinion
‘seems not true tome’ and he simply adds: ‘since the whole third book ofOn the Soul is
against it, as we will see, I offer two arguments’ (n. 131). Indeed, in both arguments he
refers to his questions on the third book for further explanation.65 The first argument
is based on the Aristotelian principle that two generically different acts cannot be
taken up (‘received’ is Aristotle’s term) by a subject according to one and the same
principle, even when they are caused by one and the same agent according to a single
principle of acting. Since understanding and willing are two generically distinct acts
(as shown earlier, cf. n. 49), their receptive principles, which are the intellect and the
will respectively, must be really distinct (n. 131–132).
The second argument rests on the view that the will is absolutely a more perfect
power than the intellect. Thiswasnot a generally acceptedopinion, butVargas adheres
to it, as didmost Franciscans too, since he believed that beatitude in heaven, which
is man’s ultimate destiny, first and foremost consists in an act of the will rather
than of the intellect; this makes the will the more perfect power (Vargas argues
for this position inQDA 3.3.3).66 Now, powers of unequal perfection must be really
distinct.
Vargas discusses the relation between intellect and will again inmore detail in
SENT 1.3.1, in particular in relation to what Augustine has to say on the matter. Some
63 Augustinus,De Trinitate 10.1(3): Illud enim fieri potest ut amet quisque scire incognita, ut autem
amet incognita non potest.
64 Cf. Durand, Sent. 1 d. 3 p. 2 q. 4, n. 14. Vargas’s text is inaccurate: ‘Si intellectus esset diversa potentia a
voluntate absolute, sequeretur quod deus posset facere sive causare velle intelligere [intelligere | in
voluntateDurand] absque eo quod cognoscere praecederet in intellectu.’
65 Vargas, QDA 3.3.1:Utrum idem sub eadem ratione formali sit obiectum intellectus et voluntatis (p. 92a)
66 Vargas, QDA 3.3.3:Utrum intellectus sit nobilior potentia quam voluntas, vel e converso (p. 112b).
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(unnamed) authors believe that for Augustine the intellect and the will are the same,
a view that is not correct, according to Vargas, so he offers an interpretation of several
passages in Augustine showing that the latter did indeed distinguish intellect and
will.67 By way of rational argument for the distinction he then points to the fact that
the will is a free power whereas the intellect is not free, and that the will wants but
does not understand, whereas the intellect does understand but not want.68 In the
same article Vargas argues for the thesis that the will is unqualifiedly nobler than
the intellect and every other cognitive power and refutes the opposite opinion as
defended by Thomas Aquinas.69
5. Conclusion
Vargas’s views on the relation between the intellective soul and its powers clearly side
with the proponents of a real distinction. For Vargas the powers are qualities ‘added
to the essence of the soul’. As ‘qualities’ are accidents, this assertion already suggests
that the between the soul and its powers the kind of distinction obtains that exists
between accidents and substance are, which is a real distinction. However, Vargas also
explicitly considers the powers as ‘proper attributes’ or ‘properties’, which he wants
to distinguish from the ‘common accidents’. Nevertheless, even though hemay a bit
hesitant in determining the status of the powers, he certainly is committed to their
being really distinct from the soul’s essence.
As for the relation between the powers themselves, Vargas’s position likewise is
not simple. It is in fact a mixture of the identity and the distinction views. According
to Vargas memory and intellect are in reality the same, but they can be distinguished
in terms of their function, the distinction being conceptual but necessary in view of
the nature of the thing.70 But while memory and intellect are basically one power, the
will is a power that is really distinct frommemory/intellect.
67 Vargas, SENT 1.3.1.2 (col. 29716–59).
68 Vargas, SENT 1.3.1.2 (col. 29759–2988).
69 Vargas, SENT 1.3.1.2 (col. 30017–30125).
70 Note that Scotus too holds that memory and intellect are the same (‘…memoria and intelligentia
sunt una potentia’;Ord. 1.27, n. 18; Ed Vat. 7, p. 71). The difference is that for Scotus these powers
are also identical with the essence of the soul, whereas for Vargas they are distinct from the soul’s
essence.
chapter 5
The Nature and Function of the Agent Intellect
As noted in the Introduction, the medieval conception of the intellective soul was
based on two models: the Augustian triad of memory, intellect and will, and the
Aristotelian picture of agent intellect and possible intellect. In Chapter Four we
saw that Vargas in the QDA proposes at least three really distinct components of
the intellective soul: will, intellect/memory, and agent intellect. He subsumes the
Aristotelian ‘possible intellect’ under the Augustinian ‘intellect’ (or ‘intelligence’).
The resulting picture of the intellective soul is that of Augustine’s triad, with
Aristotle’s agent intellect simply added: memory and (possible) intellect, which are
only conceptually distinct from each other, and will, which is really distinct from
intellect, and the agent intellect, which is really distinct from the other components.
In this summary the term ‘powers’ has been avoided; the reason is, as we will see
below, Vargas’s claims that the agent intellect is not a power and really distinct from
the possible intellect; they are distinct, not as powers, but as a power and a natural
habit of that power.1
It is virtually impossible to discuss the way the intellective soul functions in
the process of intellection without running into other closely related and even
overlapping issues figuring prominently in the science of the soul around 1300, such
as: the need for and the nature of the agent intellect and the need for and the role
of intelligible species.2 Vargas take intelligible species for granted in theQDA.3 The
only substantial claim with respect to species he wants to uphold is that they are
not the cause of intellection. On the agent intellect, Vargas has a lot more to say,
both in the QDA and in his Sentences commentary. Vargas argues that there must
be an agent intellect that is not a separate substance and does not consist in divine
knowledge; it is something of the soul, but it does not belong to ‘the image’, that is,
the image of God in whichman wasmade, since it is really different frommemory
1 Vargas, QDA 3.2: ⟨anima⟩ habet se passive per intellectum possibilem et active per intellectum
agentem, qui distinguuntur realiter inter se, non quidem sicut duae potentiae, sed sicut potentia et
habitus connaturalis potentiae (f. 83a).
2 For a concise historical overview of the developing notion of the agent intellect, see Kucsewicz (1982a,
1982b); also Mahoney (1982). On intelligible species, see Spruit (1994–1995).
3 Vargas also has some discussion on species in the SENT: see Spruit (1994–1995), esp. pp. 313–317.
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and the possible intellect. Vargas complements these negative characterizations with
the positive claims that the agent intellect is a kind of light or a con-natural habit of
the possible intellect, it perfects and informs by itself the possible intellect, and it is
the only cause of intellection.
Vargas’s views on the agent intellect are in general not mainstream, so it is of
interest to study them in some detail. In the present chapter I will present his views
on the nature and function of the agent intellect by discussing each of the negative
and positive claimsmentioned above except for the last one (the agent intellect as the
exclusive cause of acts of understanding) which deserves a separate treatment (in the
next chapter). In Section 1 Vargas’s (conventional) reasons for postulating an agent
intellect in the human soul are presented. Section 2 dealswith Vargas’s (non-standard)
viewof thenature of the agent intellect as a ‘con-naturalhabit’ of thepossible intellect.
This view has some similarity with that of his confrère James of Viterbo, who sees the
agent intellect as a ‘congenital aptitude’, but Vargas does extensively argue against
such view (Section 3). As for the operation of the agent intellect, Vargas first disputes
its role in abstraction as proposed by Godfrey of Fontaines (Section 4) before outlining
his own theory (Section 5).
1. The Need for an Agent Intellect
In arguing the need for an agent intellect, Vargas does not simply rely on the authority
of Aristotle and Averroes. He does cite the famous dictum that if there is in the soul
‘something that becomes everything’ there must also be ‘something that makes
everything’,4 but he brings it upmerely by way of confirmation. For the claim that
there must be an agent intellect, Vargas points to the relevance of his arguments for
the existence of an agent sense5 and by way of proof he offers the following reason.
The act of intellection must conform to the natural order of things. This means that
the potentiality of the intellect for an act of thinking (intelligere) must be brought
4 Aristotle,On the Soul 3.5 (430a10–17). In the version of the Auctoritates: Sicut in omnium rerum natura
est aliquod quod potest primo fieri et facere omnia illius generis, sic etiam in anima est necesse haec
duo esse, unum secundum quod potest fieri omnia intelligibilia et recipere ea, et hoc est intellectus
possibilis, aliud vero quod potest facere omnia intelligibilia, et hoc est intellectus agens. Unde
duplex est potentia animae intellectivae, scilicet agens et possibilis (Hamesse 1974, p. 186).
5 See Vargas, QDA 2.6.2: Utrum sit dare aliquem sensum agentem qui habeat virtutem aliquam effectivam
respectu harum formarum intentionalium (p. 59a). On the history of the idea of an agent sense see Pattin
(1988).
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to actuality. By what? Not by the (possible) intellect itself, for then it would be in
potentiality and in act at the same time, which is impossible;6 nor by the external
object, which, beingmaterial, does not match (non est proportionatum) the intellect;
intellection as a spiritual act exceeds in perfection the object itself or its phantasm
or its species, which, therefore, cannot be the efficient cause; an agent intellect is the
only possible solution.7
In his Sentences commentary, Vargas likewise argues for the existence of an agent
intellect in the soul. His argument essentially follows Augustine’s picture of the
relation between the material and the spiritual domain. The intellect and everything
that pertains to it is of a higher order because it is spiritual, and its individual objects
are of a lower order because they are corporeal; so the objects cannot by themselves
cause acts of thinking in the intellect; something of a higher order is needed, and
‘that I call the agent intellect’.8
By the time Vargas wrote hisQuestions on the De Anima the existence of an agent
intellect was fairly undisputed, so offering proofs for it was perhaps not really
necessary. However, there still was some controversy over what exactly the agent
intellect might be (and do).9 There was for example the view that ‘it is some substance
existing separate from us, by the power of which intellective operations come about,
either by uniting itself with us, as Alexander and Averroes proposed, or by pouring
out intelligible forms in us, as Avicenna proposed.’10 This view had already been under
6 See Vargas,QDA 2.5.1:Utrum unum et idem respectu eiusdem possit esse activum et passivum (p. 49a)
7 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2:Nonpotest dici quod reducatur ad actumper seipsum, cumsit inpotentia ad talem
actum, quia tunc esset in actu et in potentia respectu eiusdem, quod est impossibile, et improbatum
supra, in quaestionibus supra secundum huius [=QDA 2.5.1]. Nec ulterius potest reduci per ipsum
obiectum, quia agentis et patientis debet esse proportio; obiectum autem hoc, cum sit corporale,
non est proportionatum intellectui. […] Necessarium est ergo reduci intellectum de potentia ad
actum per intellectum agentem, et per consequens oportet dare intellectum agentem. (p. 78b).
8 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2: … intellectus et omnia que pertinent ad ipsum sunt res superioris ordinis
cum sint spiritualia, et obiecta particularia sunt inferioris ordinis cum sint corporalia; igitur vel
obiecta particularia nullomodo causant actum intelligendi in intellectu, vel causant virtute alicuius
superioris; si detur primum, habetur intentum, quia oportet dare aliquid superioris ordinis quod
causat actum intelligendi, et illud voco intellectum agentem; si detur secundum, idem sequitur;
ergo etc. (col. 31430–41).
9 See for example JohnDuns Scotus’sQDA, in particular Q. 13 (on Book III), where a variety of opinions
is mentioned (OPhil. 5. pp. 113–117). Also Radulphus Brito,QDA 3.13 (on Book III):Utrum intellectus
agens sit aliqua potentia animae nostrae (ed. Fauser, 1974, pp. 202–216).
10 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2: … esset aliqua substantia separata a nobis quantum ad esse virtute cuius fit
intellectualis operatio vel secundum quandam unionem ipsius ad nos, sicut posuit Alexander et
Averrois, vel per influxum formarum intelligibilium in nos, sicut posuit Avicenna (col. 31424–28). For
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attack since Thomas Aquinas’sDeUnitate Intellectus contra Averroistas,11 so Vargas could
simply discard it on the grounds that it does not comply with sound doctrine (non
consonat sanae doctrinae), and, of course, because it was deemed an error by the Parisian
Condemnation (of 1277).12
In both the QDA and the SENT Vargas criticizes the opinion of his confrère
Bernardus Oliverius,13 who held that the agent intellect is not something of the
human soul, but is God’s knowledge giving things the power to move the possible
intellect; as instruments of God’s knowledge, things move the intellect to the act
of understanding.14 Because knowledge cannot depend on what is not knowledge,
objects can only be an instrument of God’s universal knowledge; so the agent intellect
does not reside in our soul. Vargas pays relatively much attention to the opinion,
meticulously reporting and rejecting Bernardus’s arguments in theQDA and (more
extensively) in SENT.15 Briefly, Vargas’s view is that the agent intellect has to be
something of the soul, because otherwise intellection would not be an immanent
act, which is against Aristotle’s teaching.16 And the agent intellect in no way can be
identified with God’s knowledge, because then it would be separate from the body
and eternal, which is a heretical view, condemned by the Parisian articles.17
a a detailed analysis (and a reassessment) of the dispute on Averroes’s views, see De Libera (2014), esp.
pp. 165–244.
11 Cf. e.g. Mahoney (1982).
12 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 (3152–14). Vargas refers to art. 28 of the Condemnation, ‘ubi dicitur: quod intellectus
agens non copuletur nostro possibili, et quod intellectus possibilis non uniatur nobis secundum
substantiam – error.’ This corresponds to art. 140 in the edition of Piché (1999).
13 In theQDA the opinion is referred to in amarginal note as ‘Opinio Bernardi cuiusdam sectatoris
Alexandri et sequacium’ (p. 77b), but in SENT 3.2.1 explicitly as ‘quaedam opinio cuiusdam reverendi
doctoris nostri {Bernardus Oliverii, in Primo, d. 3, q. 8, a.1’} (col. 32039–41). Bernardus Oliverius (d. 1348)
was an Augustinian theologian, active at the papal Curia in Avignon; later (1337) bishop in Spain.
14 Vargas,QDA 3.2.1: … quod intellectus agens non est aliqua potentia animae nostrae, sed est ipsamet
scientia Dei, quae dat virtutem rebus ipsis movendi intellectum possibilem; vel res tamquam
instrumentum scientiae Dei movent ipsum intellectum ad actum intelligendi (p. 77b).
15 Vargas,QDA 3.2.1 (p. 77b–78b; 79b); SENT 3.2.1 (col. 31447–55; 32039–32260)
16 Cf. Auctoritates Aristotelis (1974): Duplex est actio: quaedam est transiens in materiam extra, ut
aedificatio, et illa dicitur factio vel operatio factiva; quaedam est imminens sive intra manens
in operante, et est visio vel intellectio, et illa dicitur actio activa (n. 226, p. 134).
17 Vargas, SENT 3.2.1: … articulus 119, ubi dicitur: ‘quod substantia animae sit eterna, et quod intellectus
agens et possibilis sint aeterni: error’; sed constat quod intellectus agens est aeternus si sit scientia
dei; ergo, etc. … articulus 133 ubi dicitur: ‘quod intellectus agens est quaedam substantia separata
superior ad intellectum possibilem, et quod secundum substantiam, potentiam et operationem est
separatus a corpore, nec est forma corporis humani: error’; sed constat quod haec omnia verificantur
de deo, si sit scientia dei; ergo, etc. (col. 32151–62). Cf. Piché (1999), n. 129 and n. 123.
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Vargas’s arguments for the thesis that the agent intellect must be something of
the soul are not new and they are formulated in a concisemanner, in particular in the
Sentences commentary. As we know from experience and fromwhat Aristotle tells us,18
we can think of things (intelligere) when we want to; but man cannot naturally think
of something without a preceding operation of the agent intellect; now, if the latter’s
operation were not at our command, then neither would be the act of thinking; but
if the agent intellect were not something of the soul, then its operation would not be
at the command of the will. Moreover, to think is man’s proper operation – according
to Aristotle, it belongs to his nature as man; but man has by nature all the capacities
needed for his own functioning; so the agent intellect, which is needed for thinking,
must be a natural principle in man himself.19
2. The Position of the Agent Intellect in the Intellective Soul
In theQDAVargas presents at least three really distinct components of the intellective
soul: will, (possible) intellect/memory, and agent intellect. As we saw in Chapter Four,
will is really distinct from memory and (possible) intellect, which themselves are
only conceptually distinct. The resulting picture of the intellective soul is that of
Augustine’s triad, memory, (possible) intellect, and will, with the Aristotelian agent
intellect simply added. Vargas holds that the agent intellect and the possible intellect
are really distinct, not as two powers, but as a power and a natural habit of that power
(non sicut duae potentiae, sed sicut potentia et habitus connaturalis potentiae).20
In theQDA Vargas defends the following claims concerning the agent intellect: it
does not belong to the image, i.e. the image of the Trinity which can be seen in the
human rational soul, as Augustine explains in hisOn the Trinity: the three powers of
the soul, memory, intellect and will are an image of the divine Trinity in the sense
that they are essentially one soul but distinct powers. According to Vargas the agent
intellect is really distinct frommemory, it is really distinct from the possible intellect,
and it relates to the latter as a con-natural habit. The first three (negative) claims are in
fact virtually the same: since the image includes the powers of memory and intellect
and since the latter power is generally considered to be the recipient of intellections (as
18 Aristotle,On the Soul 417b22–28.
19 Vargas,QDA 3.2.1 (p. 78a); SENT 3.2.1 (col. 3143–21).
20 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 (p. 83a).
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‘possible intellect’), it is clear that the agent intellect is distinct from these powers
as soon as it has been excluded from the image. Now, the agent intellect cannot
belong to the image, because it is related to its objects only by an actual act, whereas
the powers of the image have a formal act with respect to their objects.21 By way of
explaining the latter condition Vargas quotes Peter Lombard: ‘memory remembers
all of what intellect understands just as the intellect understands all of what the will
wants’.22 The point seems to be that in their functioning the powers of the image are
structurally related to each other, whereas the agent intellect has only an incidental
and passing relation to particular objects.
Vargas engages in an extensive discussion with ‘some doctors’23 who assert that
the agent intellect is a power immediately founded in the soul’s essence and really
distinct from the possible intellect. Vargas disagrees with the first claim, which he
sets out in a rather superficial presentation of only a few lines. On the other hand, his
reply to the arguments and the presentation of his own is view is very elaborate and
detailed.
‘Based on what they say’, the following ‘proof ’ for the claim that the agent
intellectmust be founded in the soul’s essence can be given. The intellect is divided in
specifically opposite powers, the agent or active intellect and the possible or passive
intellect, ‘as is evident’ in Aristotle’sOn the Soul.24Now, one of these correlated powers,
21 Vargas, QDA 2.4.3: Quaelibet pars imaginis habet aliquem actum formalem respectu obiecti;
sed intellectus agens nullum habet actum formalem; ergo. Maiorem ponit expresse magister
Sententiarum, primo libro, distinctione tertia, ubi dicit quod, sicut intellectus intelligit totum illud
quod voluntas vult, ita et memoria meminit totum illud quod intelligit intellectus. Maior patet de
se; nam intellectus agens respectu obiecti sic tantum habet actum actualem, non formalem (n. 110,
p. 46b).
22 Petrus Lombardus, Sent. 1.3, cap. 2(10) 4, where Lombard discusses Augustine’s triadic model of the
intellective soul.
23 Ms C does not give names here; ed. v has in the margin: ‘D. Thom. 1 par. sub q. 79. ar. 4’. However, the
pertinent article principally argues that the agent intellect is something of the soul: ‘Respondeo
dicendum quod intellectus agens de quo Philosophus loquitur est aliquid animae’. Only at the
very end the agent intellect is, almost in passing, declared to proceed from the soul’s essence when
the latter is created by God: ‘Ad quintum dicendum quod, cum essentia animae sit immaterialis,
a supremo intellectu creata, nihil prohibet virtutem quae a supremo intellectu participatur, per
quam abstrahit a materia, ab essentia ipsius procedere, sicut et alias eius potentias.’
24 Aristotle,On the Soul, 3.5 (430a10–25). In the version of Moerbeke, as used by Aquinas, it reads: Quo-
niam autem sicut in omni natura est aliquid hoc quidem materia in unoquoque genere (hoc
autem est potencia omnia illa), alterum autem causa et factiuum, quod in faciendo omnia ut
ars ad materiam sustinuit, necesse et in anima esse has differencias; et est huiusmodi quidem
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namely the possible intellect, is a power of the soul, so the other must be so too.25 –
Vargas’s reply is that the intellect is not divided in the way a genus is divided in
species, but in theway something analogous is divided into items that are analogously
attributed to it, as, for example, substance and accident are analogously related to
being. In such cases the analogous items need not be of the same kind; so, even though
the possible intellect is a power, the agent intellect need not be a power as well.26
Vargas then offers his interpretation of Aristotle’s dictum that there must be in
the soul an agent intellect, something thatmakes everything. This does notmean that
itmust be a power. According to Vargas, it is indeed the case that, as the Commentator
says, there must be in the soul an active counterpart for the possible intellect; but
this is the soul itself: it causes intellection bymeans of the agent intellect, which is
the principle by which intellection occurs, but is not that which does the intellection.
Technically: the agent intellect is the principle of acting (ratio agendi, or principium
quo) not the principle of the agent (ratio agentis or principium quod). The soul itself is
what acts, and the agent and possible intellect are correlatives as principle of acting
and principle of receiving respectively.27 Vargas concludes the dispute by pointing out
that Aristotle always talked of the intellect as one power, ‘yet, given this unity, one
can accept several differences of intellect, for the agent intellect can be distinguished
intellectus in quo omnia fiunt, ille uero quo omnia est facere, sicut habitus quidam, ut lumen:
quodam enimmodo et lumen facit potencia existentes colores actu colores. (Brepolis: Aristoteles
Latinus Database).
25 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: … intellectus dividitur in duas differentias tamquam in duas species, ut in
intellectum agentem et possibilem, ut patet in tertio huius; et intellectus possibilis est potentia
animae nostrae; ergo et intellectus agens (p. 80a).
26 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2:Dicendumquodverumest, si illud quoddividitur in ista plura dividitur tamquam
genus, et non abstrahit a potentia; nam si dividatur tamquam analogum, et abstrahat a potentia,
non oportet, ut patet de ente; ens enim dividitur in substantiam et accidens, et quia abstrahit a
substantia et accidente, non oportet quod si unum sit substantia, et reliquum, et quod si unum
sit accidens, et reliquum. Hoc etiam patet de substantia quae dividitur tamquam analogum in
materiam et formam et compositum, sive in actum et potentiam, et abstrahit a quolibet illorum; et
ideo non oportet quod simateria sit potentia, quod etiam forma, et e converso. Et sic est in proposito,
quia ista non est divisio in species, sed analogi in analogata. Et intellectus in sui communitate
abstrahit a potentia, quia non omnis intellectus est potentia, ut magis declarabitur inferius; et ido
non oportet quod si possibilis est potentia, quod agens sit potentia; sed erit habitus vel aliquid aliud,
ut apparebit inferius (p. 81ab). Note that Vargas does not follow the Scotistic tenet that ‘being’ is
said univocally of substance and accidents.
27 Vargas, SENT 1.3: Imaginor enim quod sicut intellectus possibilis non intelligit, sed est illud quo
anima vel angelus intelligit, sic et intellectus agens non causat actum, sed est illud quo anima vel
angelus causat ipsum (32031–34).
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from the possible intellect as a habit from a power.’28 Thus Vargas hints at the opinion
he himself will defend: the agent intellect is a natural habit of the possible intellect.
Vargas holds that in the soul there can only be two things that are congenital
with it (concreatum animae): a power, or an associated inborn habit (habitus inditus,
connaturalis potentiae). The agent intellect is not a power, therefore it is a habit naturally
associated with a power, notably the possible intellect. The crucial premise here is
that the agent intellect is not a power itself, and Vargas is at pains to prove it once
more. According to Vargas, the agent intellect cannot possibly be a power founded in
the essence of the soul. The reason is that the powers of the soul that are immediately
founded in the soul, namely possible intellect, memory and will, are reflexive, that is
they can have their own act for an object; the will, for example, wants its ownwilling;
these powers are reflexive because they are immaterial. Now, the agent intellect is
immaterial, but it is not reflexive.29 Moreover, intellection occurs because the agent
intellect naturally informs the possible intellect; it is an immanent act, it ‘perfects’ the
agent (that is, it realizes what the agent is by naturemeant to do), and it resides in the
possible intellect, which is the subject that takes up the act.30 In fact, says Vargas, the
agent intellect is a habit by definition, since a habit is defined precisely as something
one can use at will, as Averroes says;31 in acts of intellection, the soul uses the agent
intellect at will, and it does so not in the way of a power; therefore, it does so in the
way a habit is used.32 The natural operation of the agent intellect agrees with the
natural activity of a habit; the agent intellect of itself (se ipso) naturally perfects and
28 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: … ex illis verbis [scil. Philosophi] non potest concedi quod intellectus agens et
possibilis sint duae potentiae; namnonomnis differentia in anima arguit diversitatempotentiarum;
immo Aristoteles numquam invenitur loqui de intellectu nisi tamquam de una potentia; stante
tamen unitate, accipi possunt plures differentiae ipsius intellectus, quia adhuc agens distinguitur a
possibili, sicut habitus a potentia (p. 81b).
29 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: … nullus enim diceret quod intellectus agens esset supra se conversivus, nec
virtusmaterialis. […] voluntas est immaterialis potentia immediate fundata in essentia animae et
est supra se conversiva; vult enim se velle; simili modo de intellectu possibili et memoria (f. 80a).
30 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: … intelligere est actio immanens […] cum actio immanens sit perfectio agentis,
necessario est subiective in essentia sui activi, vel alicuius immediati subiecti sui activi; actio
immanens est subiective in passo; recipitur enim intellectio in intellectu possibili passive et
subiective (f. 80a).
31 Averroes (1953): Haec enim est diffinitio habitus, scilicet ut habens habitum intelligat per ipsum […]
quando voluerit (p. 43826–28).
32 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Cuicumque competit definitio, et definitum; sed definitio habitus competit
intellectui agenti; ergo. Maior nota; minor pater per Commentatorem tertio huius dicentem quod
habitus est quoquis utitur quando vult; sed animautitur intellectu agente quandocumque intelligit
et non utitur ipsomet ut potentia, cumnon sit eius potentia, ut dictum est; ergo sicut habitu (f. 83a).
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informs the possible intellect, as the light and act of the possible intellect (sicut lumen
et actus eius). This is precisely what a habit does; of itself it perfects and informs the
power to which it belongs. Hence the agent intellect is a natural habit of the possible
intellect.33
This whole picture of the agent intellect is, as Vargas points out throughout the
question, fully confirmed by Aristotle.34 He repeatedly refers to Aristotle’sDe Anima
3.5, which not only asserts that an agent intellect is needed alongside the possible
intellect, but also characterizes the former as a habit and a light.35 Vargas even finds
Augustine at his side, as the latter ‘seems to claim that the agent intellect is a kind of
natural light which is naturally installed (inserta) in the soul itself ’.36
In spite of all this support Vargas clearly realizes that this position is unusual and
problematic (iste modus pluribus videtur extraneus et dubius);37 so he dispels a number of
objections, that claim that the agent intellect must be a power, not a habit. In his
refutations so he clarifies that the agent intellect is not an acquired habit, which is
the result of performing an act repeatedly, but a natural habit, which precedes an
act as a principle of acting.38 One should not think that the agent intellect cannot
be a habit by pointing out that a habit is defined as ‘what facilitates or impedes an
activity’, whereas an agent intellect simply ensures the possibility of an activity.39
Rather, the agent intellect is what determines the possible intellect to its operation,40
33 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: … intellectus agens est quoddam lumen, sive quidam habitus connaturalis
intellectui possibili, distinctus realiter ab eo, se ipso perficiens et informans ipsum. (f. 83a)
34 Cf. Vargas,QDA 3.2 (f. 78b), (f. 79b), (f. 80b), (f. 80b), (f. 81a), (f. 83b, twice).
35 Aristotle,On the Soul, 3.5 (430a10–17): ille uero quo omnia est facere, sicut habitus quidam, ut lumen:
quodam enimmodo et lumen facit potencia existentes colores actu colores. Cf. note 24.
36 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Videtur igitur velle beatus Augustinus quod intellectus agens sit lux quaedam
connaturalis, naturaliter ipsi animae inserta (f. 87b).
37 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 (p. 83b). Vargas’s sixteenth century editor appears to agree: a marginal note marks
Vargas’s opinion as opinio peculiaris istius doctoris (f. 83a)
38 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: … duplex est habitus: unus quidem naturalis, qui est ratio agendi, alius autem
acquisitus, qui ex aliis habetur. Concedo ergo quod illud quod praevenit omnem actum intelligendi
non est habitus acquisitus, cum talis habeatur per actus (p. 84a). Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean
Ethics, 1103b21–22, and Auctoritates Aristotelis (1974): Ex actibus multum iteratis fit habitus (n. 26,
p. 234)
39 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: [Objection] … habitus est quo male et bene possumus, potentia qua absolute
possumus; sed per intellectum agentem absolute possumus, quia absolute per eum intelligimus
[Vargas’s reply] … dico quod definitio ista est habitus acquisiti, non autem habitus connaturalis; per
talem enim necessario possumus absolute (p. 84a,b).
40 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: … duplex est determinativum: quoddam contrahens illud quod determinat ad
naturam specialem, sicut rationale, quod contrahit animal ad naturam determinatam; aliud vero
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which ismaking potentially intelligible items actually intelligible. In sum, for Vargas
the agent intellect is not a power itself nor an acquired habit, but a natural habit of
the possible intellect, which itself is indeed a power of the intellective soul. In a way,
a natural habit is intermediate between the power and its act: it makes it possible for
a power to act.41 In fact, as we will see in the next chapter, the agent intellect is the
only efficient cause of intellection.
Vargas develops his views on the nature of the agent intellect clearly in reaction to
earlier opinions. In theQDA Vargas seldom identifies his sources or interlocutors, but
inQDA 3.2.2, devoted to the nature and function of the agent intellect, Vargas’s main
opponents are evidently James of Viterbo and Godfrey of Fontaines. Their respective
views will provide some context for Vargas’s own opinion, so let us now turn to what
these two authors have to say on the agent intellect.
3. James of Viterbo: The Agent Intellect and Congenital Aptitudes
Vargas’s characterization of the agent intellect as a habitus connaturalis or inditus echoes
the one given by James of Viterbo (ca. 1255–1307/1308). Vargas does notmention him by
name, but his exposition of the opinion he opposes to faithfully reflects what James
of Viterbo writes inQuodlibet 1.12.42
According to James, the agent intellect is a power of the rational soul, but it is not
an independent entity really distinct from the possible intellect: one and the same
power is called possible and agent, although not in the samemanner: as it behaves
(se habet) passively with respect to intellection it is called possible, and as it behaves
somehow actively with respect to intellection it is called agent.43 Vargas summarizes
James’s view as follows: First, with respect to actions like understanding, sensing and
contrahens illud quod determinat non ad naturam determinatam, sed determinans ipsum ad suam
operationem; et isto modo intellectus agens determinat intellectum possibilem (p. 84a).
41 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2.: habitus tenet medium inter potentiam et actum, quia nec totaliter potentia nec
totaliter actus (84a).
42 Ed. v has amarginal note also pointing to James of Viterbo:Magister Iacob. Viterb. 2 Quodlib. q. 14.,
but the question referred to seems to be less appropriate here (askingUtrum potentiae animae, scilicet
memoria, intelligentia et voluntas, sunt idem quod essentia animae it would rather be linked to Vargas’s
QDA 2.3.3). Virtually all of Vargas’s quotations are from Viterbo’sQuod. 1.12:Utrum intellectus agens
est aliquid animae. Critical edition in: Jacobi de Viterbo O.E.S.A (1968). A convenient edition of the
relevant texts is Jacques de Viterbe (2010, ed. Côté). On Viterbo’s doctrines see also Côté (2013).
43 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.12 n. 103: … intellectus agens est quidem aliqua potentia animae rationalis,
non tamen alia secundum rem absolutam ab intellectu possibili, sed una et eadem potentia dicitur
the nature and function of the agent intellect 115
desiring, the soul is in a way both active and passive; second, the soul is called active
and passive according to one and the same power, not according to two different
powers. From these two conclusions it follows immediately that one and the same
intellect is called agent and possible, but in different ways.44
For the first conclusion James offers several arguments, duly reported by Vargas.
All actions of the soul are vital actions, evidently; as such they originate in an intrinsic
active principle, which can only be the soul itself. The reason is that living things not
only behave passively, but also actively with respect to the kind of motions (motus)
they have in common with non-living things, such as generation, alteration and
locomotion; now, if they possess in themselves an active principle for suchmotions,
theymust a fortiorihave an active principle formotions that are proper to themalone.45
Moreover, vital actions can only originate with a vital principle like the soul, because
actsmust be proportionate to the active powers that cause them.46Moreover, desiring,
sensing and understanding are immanent actions; they stay in the agent as such, in
this case the soul, and the agent does not only cause them actively, but also receives
them passively.47
To explain how the soul is both active and passive in its acts Viterbo resorts to
his theory of ‘congenital aptitudes’ (idoneitates concreatae), representing a kind of
intermediate state between full actuality and pure potentiality.48 Vargas does not
et possibilis et agens, licet non eodemmodo (Ed. Côté, p. 134, 144). See also James of Viterbo,Quod.
2.16 (Ed. Ypma, p. 16939–44).
44 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 (f. 81b).
45 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.12 n. 106: … actiones animae sunt operationes vitales, ergo sunt a principio
activo intrinseco,nonautemabalionisi ab anima […] Inhoc enimdifferunt viventia anon-viventibus
quod non-viventia habent in se principiummotus passivum, viventia verum non solum passivum
sed etiam acivum. Quod quidem apparet in illis motibus qui sunt communes viventibus et non-
viventibus, sicut generatio, alteratio et motus localis. Dicuntur enim viventia moveri secundum
locum ex se, et generari et alterari ex se […]Multomagis igitur dicendum est quod respectumotuum
qui solis viventibus conveniunt habeant in se activum principium (Ed. Côté, pp. 134–136). Cf. Vargas,
QDA 3.2.2 (f. 81b).
46 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.12 n. 107: Oportet enim actus proportionari activis potentiis, ita quod actus
non excedat activam potentiam; ex quo sequitur quod actio vitalis non potest esse nisi a principio
activo vitali; sed huiusmodi actiones animae sunt vitales; igitur sunt a principio activo vitali, proprio
et proportionato, ut intelligere a principio intellectivo, et similiter de aliis (Ed. Côté, pp. 136–138). Cf.
Vargas, QDA 3.2.2 (f. 81b).
47 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.12 n. 108: … huiusmodi actiones animae sunt manentes in anima et ipsam
perficientes, quare ipsa anima habet se active respectu ipsarum (Ed. Côté, p. 138). Cf. Vargas,QDA
3.2.2 (f. 81b).
48 For a succinct overview of the history of the notion of idoneitates, see Côté (2010) pp. 9–14.
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report this theory itself in detail,49 he just stipulates its importance for the thesis
under discussion. For James the power or potentiality involved in the soul’s acts
of understanding, sensing and willing is in fact a kind of incomplete actuality, to
be categorized as a second species of quality,50 namely a natural capacity (potentia)
to initiate and complete an act; hence it is called natural aptitude or capability
(idoneitas) directed at a complete act. When something is in potentiality in terms
of an incomplete act, it is of itself moved to the complete act, not effectively, but
formally (these qualifications will be discussed shortly). Thus we can say that the soul
is both active and passive with respect to the same power, but not in the same way.51
James of Viterbo believes (imaginatur) that there are in the intellective power
congenital incomplete acts with respect to all intelligible items, so-called aptitudes
(idoneitates); likewise in the will, with respect to all things one can will, so-called
affections (affectiones); the same goes for the senses; that is why the soul always
understands, wills, and senses in an incomplete act. He holds that the will moves
itself by its affections, that the intellect moves itself by its aptitudes; likewise with
the senses. In that manner, the will is both moving and being moved, active and
passive; similarly one and the same power of the intellect is bothmoving and being
moved, active and passive. In general, one must assume something active in all such
powers; the power itself together with its aptitudes is called possible to the extent
that it is suited to being perfected by further acts; but to the extent that it moves
itself to such acts (not effectively, but formally), it is called agent. This is howwemust
understand that the agent intellect and the possible intellect are one and the same
power, considered in different ways.52
49 Elaborated by James inQuod. 1.7; see Côté (2010) pp. 11–28.
50 Cf. Aristotle, Categories 9a19–21. James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.7 n. 20 (Ed. Côté, p. 74).
51 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.12 n. 109: [anima] non secundum aliud et aliud sed secundum unam et
eandem potentiam dicitur et passiva et activa. Quod patet si consideretur qualis est illa potentia
secundum quam dicitur anima potentia intelligens vel sentiens. Est enim quaedam actualitas
incompleta, pertinens ad secundum speciem qualitatis, quae est potentia naturalis considerata
secundum exordium et preparationem quemdam respectu actus ulterioris. Unde dicitur aptitudo
et idoneitas naturalis ad completum actum. Illud autem quod sic est in potentia secundum actum
quemdam incompletum,movetur ex se ad completumactum, non quidem efficienter sed formaliter
(Ed. Côté, p. 140); cf.Quod. 1.7 n. 19 (Ed. Côté, p. 74). Cf. Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 (f. 81b–82a).
52 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.12 n. 111: Sicut igitur voluntas movet se suis affectionibus, sic intellectus
movet se suis aptitudinibus, et similiter sensus. Et sicut eadem potentia voluntatis est movens et
mota, et activa et passiva, sic eadem potentia intellectus est activa et passiva, et movens et mota (Ed.
Côté, pp. 140–142); cf. alsoQuod. 1.7 nn. 29–31 (Ed. Côté, pp. 80–82). Cf. Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 (f. 82a).
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Vargas does not report James’s clarification of the difference between moving
‘effectively’ (efficienter) andmoving ‘formally’ ( formaliter). According to James there
are two kinds of motion. One kind of motion follows from an efficient cause having a
complete form, as, for example, becoming hot follows from something that produces
heat; the other kind follows from something having an incomplete form, not yet
possessing its ultimate perfection, as, for example, falling down follows the form
of gravity or from something having that form. The first kind of motion is always
from one thing to another thing; it never involves self-movement. The second kind
is from one thing to itself; this is the kind of motion that applies to the will and the
intellect;53 they aremoving themselves by their inborn capabilities, their affectiones
and idoneitates.
Vargas ends his presentation of James’s views with a brief remark concerning the
correspondence between the notions of ‘ideoneitates’ and ‘seminal reasons’ (rationes
seminales). The term ‘seminal reasons’was introducedbyAugustine andused to denote
latent structures disseminated in matter that could account for change over time,
analogous to the way seeds are the source of the growth and development in plants.
Vargas understands James to mean that all incomplete acts must be treated in the
sameway. Inmatter, incomplete acts are called seminal reasons:54 before they actually
informmatter, forms are present in it sub esse potentiali; they just do not yet have the
mode of actual existence; act and potency are merely seminal modes of things. Now,
the samemust hold for the aptitudes in the intellective soul.
Vargas refutes of Viterbo’s view bymaking two claims. The first is that the agent
and possible intellect are not one and the same, as was implied by Viterbo’s theses that
the soul is in a way both active and passive with respect to its actions and that it is
called active and passive according to what it does. Vargas’s second claim is that in the
soul there cannot possibly be such things as incomplete congenital acts or aptitudes,
as proposed by Viterbo to explain the activity and passivity of a single power.55 Strictly
speaking, Vargas’s criticism of co-created capabilities is redundant. For as soon as
53 James of Viterbo,Quod. 1.7 nn. 33–36: … sciendum quod duplex est motio. Una quidem quae sequitur
causam efficientemhabentem formam completam, sicut calefactio sequitur calefacientem. Alia vero
quae sequitur aliquid habens formam incompletam, necdum habentem ultimam perfectionem, ut
moveri deorsum sequitur formam gravitatis. Prima igitur motio semper est ab alio in aliud, ideo
secundumhanc nihil movetur a se. Secunda vero est ab eodem in idem, ideo secundumhanc dicitur
aliquid moveri ex se (Ed. Côté, pp. 82–84)
54 See James of Viterbo,Quod. 2.5:Utrum inmateria sint rationes seminales eorum quae fiunt ex ipsa, in: Jacobi
de Viterbo (1969, pp. 59–96)
55 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 68 (f. 82a)
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it has been established that the intellect is not active and passive according to one
and the same power (or that agent and possible intellect are really distinct) it is no
longer necessary to be concerned with themechanism Viterbo proposed to account
for the opposite thesis. Vargas, nonetheless briefly rejects the identity of agent and
possible intellect, and then engages in an extensive rejection of the notion of rationes
seminales and idoneitates, marshalling no less than eight arguments. I will skip this
part of Vargas’s criticism.
That the agent andpossible intellect are really distinct, says Vargas, iswell-known.
They cannot be numerically the same, for in that case one and the same thing as such
would be active and passive with respect to the same thing, which would mean that
one and the same thing is both in act and in potentiality with respect to the same
thing, and have a real relation to itself – a situation Vargas deems impossible, as he
had shown earlier, in his treatment of the question whether one and the same thing
can be both active and passive with respect to the same thing (QDA 2.5.1).56 There he
presents a view of ‘some doctors’ (notably Godfrey of Fontaines) consisting of two
claims: first, it is impossible for one and the same thing to be both active and passive
with respect to the same thing; and, second, it is impossible for one and the same
subject containing several essentially different elements (powers, say) to be activewith
respect to one of these elements, andpassivewith respect to the same element through
another element.57 Vargas disagrees with the second claim. For example: it would be
impossible for one part of the intellective soul to cause an act of understanding and at
the same time receive that act in itself from another part of the soul. Vargas believes
that one and the same subject can through its essence be both active and passive with
respect to one and the same thing, but only according to different aspects (secundum
diversa); thus the subject can bring itself from potentiality to an act it did not have
before, as will be the case when we pass from a state of potentially understanding
to actual understanding: actively through the agent intellect and passively through
the possible intellect. Here Vargas touches on the issue of the causes of intellection,
but he does not dwell on it further; the reason may be that here, in QDA 2.5, he is
56 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: […] conclusio videtur nota. Nam si intellectus possibilis et agens essent unus et
idem intellectus realiter numero, ut dicunt, sequeretur quod unum et idem secundum idem esset
activum et passivum respectu eiusdem, quod est impossibile. Consequentia patet de se. Falsitas
consequentis etiam patet, quia tunc unum et idem esset in actu et in potentia respectu eiusdem; et
eiusdem ad seipsum esset relatio realis; haec autem sunt impossibilia (f. 82a).
57 Vargas,QDA 2.5.1: … unum et idem respectu eiusdem esse activum et passivum; secunda est quod
impossibile est unum et idem subjectum continens plura essentialiter diversa habere se active
respectu unius illorum et passive per aliud respectu eiusdem (f. 49a).
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primarily concerned with the general question of the origin of the powers of the soul;
yet it is remarkable that even in a later question, devoted expressly to the causes of
intellection (QDA 3.2, to be discussed in Chapter Six) he does not at all mention the
question whether something can be active and passive at the same time. But then
again, he does treat that issue in the SENT, as we will see in the final chapter.
4. Godfrey of Fontaines: The Agent Intellect and Abstraction
Godfrey of Fontaines58 holds that acts of intellection are completely caused by the
intelligible object; yet he does not deny that the agent intellect is somehow involved
in the process of intellection; it is just not the efficient cause.59 It is precisely this point
that Vargas wants to contest; for him the agent intellect is the total efficient cause of
intellection. Therefore, if Vargas wants to defend his theory, hemust refute Godfrey. I
will discuss Vargas’s views on the causes of intellection in the next chapter. Here I will
concentrate upon Vargas’s criticism of Godfrey’s view of intellection, in particular of
the way the agent intellect operates.
Godfrey expresses his view at many places in various quodlibets. Vargas does not
mention Godfrey by name, but his account is based on Godfrey’s Quodlibet 5.10,60
“Whether the agent intellect creates a particular disposition with respect to the sense
image.” Vargas does not quote Godfrey literally, but he accurately reports the gist of
the latter’s opinion, summarizing it in two points:
– The agent intellect acts upon sense images (phantasms),
– The agent intellect does not affect sense images positively but only by removing
something,61 namely their material conditions.
58 Godfrey of Fontines (before 1250–ca. 1308) was a secular theologian at the university of Paris from
1283 until 1303/04.
59 On Godfrey of Fontaine’s views on the process of cognition see: Wippel (1981) and (2006).
60 Godfrey of Fontaines,Quod. 5.10:Utrum intellectus agens efficit aliquam dispositionem circa phantasma,
in Godfrey of Fontaines (1914). Other relevant texts are:Quod. 9.19:Utrum intelligere fiat in recipiendo
speciem aliquam; andQuod. 10.12:Utrum verbummentale formetur in intellectu ab ipso intellectu in quo est
vel ab alio, in Godfrey of Fontaines (1924).
61 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Probant ergo isti doctores duas conclusiones: prima est quod intellectus agens
habet aliquam operationem sive actionem circa phantasmata; secunda quod huiusmodi operatio
non est positiva sed tantum remotiva sive sequestrativa (f. 84b).
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For the claim that the agent intellect does indeed act upon the phantasm, Godfrey
invokes the principle that nothing can move itself; so when a sense image, which
initially did not move the intellect, brings the latter to actual understanding, it must
have obtained the capability to do so by an active principle, different from itself: this
can only be the agent intellect.62
So, what exactly does the agent intellect do to the phantasm? Godfrey accepts the
common reply that the agent intellect does not bring something to the phantasm
(e.g. by giving it a positive disposition), but rather takes something away: it removes
the material conditions of the sense images, which represent concrete particulars.
This seems to be the onlyway to bridge the gap between thematerial and the spiritual
domains. For it is impossible for the agent intellect to give the material phantasm
something spiritual, as a consequence of the generally accepted axiom (elaborated
by Thomas Aquinas) that everything received is received in the way of the recipient;
and if the agent intellect were to give the phantasm sometingmaterial, this would
not enable it to move the immaterial intellect. Hence, rather than add anything, the
agent intellect has to strip away thematerial conditions, creating something that can
be received in the possible intellect.63
The agent intellect can remove thematerial conditions of the object as represented
in the phantasm by illuminating the phantasm only with respect to the quiddity
of the object, not with respect to the material conditions. To clarify the process
Vargas adopts the famous example elaborated by Godfrey.64 Inmilk, two properties
are simultaneously present: whiteness and sweetness; but light illuminatesmilk only
with respect to its whiteness, not with respect to its sweetness. In the same way the
agent intellect illuminates the phantasm only with respect to the quiddity of the
62 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Omne quod nuncmovet, et prius nonmovebat, habet aliquam dispositionem
in se factam quae prius facta non erat; haec propositio in creaturis videtur necessaria, specialiter
in moventibus naturaliter et non per liberum arbitrium; sed phantasmata movent modo, quae
prius nonmovebant; ergo habent aliquam dispositionem quam prius non habebant; hanc autem
dispositionem non potest agere nisi intellectus agens; ergo (f. 85a).
63 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Si intellectus imprimeret aliquid in phantasmatibus positive, ista dispositio
positiva quam sibi imprimeret, aut esset spiritualis, aut corporalis; non spiritualis, quia omne quod
in alio recipitur, recipitur admodum recipientis, etc.; et cum phantasmata sint de se materialia et
corporalia, illud immateriale quod reciperetur in eis, reciperetur modo materiali et corporeo; et
sic nonmoveret, sicut nec prius movebat; nec ista dispositio potest esse materialis aut corporalis,
quia non daret virtutemmovendi, nec posset magis movere phantasmata post talem dispositionem
quam ante; ergo (f. 85a).
64 Cf. Godfrey of Fontaines,Quod. 5.10, in Godfrey of Fontaines (1914), pp. 37–38.
the nature and function of the agent intellect 121
represented object, not with respect to the latter’s material make up, although both
are simultaneously present in the phantasm.65
5. Vargas’s Criticism of Godfrey’s Opinion
Vargas notes that, in this theory the crucial causal factor of intellection is the
phantasm. To be sure, the phantasm cannot of itself affect (immutare) the possible
intellect, it can only do so through themediation of the agent intellect, analogous
to the what happens in sense perception: something that of itself cannot be seen is
made visible through the presence of light; in particular, colours become visible by
means of light. Similarly, the agent intellect highlights the quiddity of things, and
that is the only reason for its existence. After all, if a quiddity were of itself abstract
and stripped from its material conditions, then it could directly move the possible
intellect.66
This theory of the way the agent intellect functions in understanding is not to
Vargas’s liking. So he sets out to prove three opposite claims:
65 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2:Dicunt ergo isti doctores addeclarationem ipsorumquodhuiusmodi dispositio est
tantum remotiva et sequestrativa condicionummaterialium, ita quod intellectus agens illuminat
illud phantasma solum quantum ad quidditatem et non quantum ad condiciones materiales; et
quod hoc sit possibile, declarant per exemplum. Videmus enim quod lumen illuminat ipsum lac,
non quidem quantum ad dulcedinem, sed solum quantum ad albedinem, licet albedo et dulcedo
sint simul in lacte inventa in genere suo. Isto modo intellectus agens illuminat ipsum phantasma
solum quantum ad quidditatem, et non quantum ad condiciones materiales, licet ista duo simul
[vel? ed; om C] sint in phantasmate coniuncta (f. 85a).
66 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Et quod ista acceptatio intellectus agentis sit bona, patet; quia hoc modo,
secundum eos, salvantur omnia quae dicuntur de intellectu agente, scilicet, quod facit potentia
intelligibilia actu intelligibilia, quia reducit de potentia ad actum; facit universalem, quia facit
quod ista species existens in phantasia repraesentet quidditatem rei, et quidditas, secundum eos,
est ipsum universale. Ulterius dicunt quod non videtur inconveniens quod ista species existens in
phantasia moveat intellectum possibilem virtute intellectus agentis, quia videmus quod aliquid
quod non est de se visibile, fit visibile per lumen aliquod; sicut colores, dato quod de se non possent
immutare visum, tamen possent mediante lumine, ita etiam, licet phantasma de se non possit
immutare intellectum possibilem, sive movere, virtute tamen intellectus agentis qui se habet ad
phantasma sicut lumen ad colores, ut videtur tertio huius, poterit ipsummovere. Et etiamaddunt in
dictis suis, quod, si esset aliqua quidditas quae de se esset abstracta et a condicionibus materialibus
separata, ista talis quidditas de se absque lumine intellectus agentis moveret intellectum. Et ideo
concludunt quod tantum propter istam abstractionem ponendum est intellectus agens (f. 85a–85b).
Cf. Godfrey of Fontaines,Quod. 5.10, in Godfrey of Fontaines (1914), p. 38.
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– The agent intellect necessarily also has a positive effect on sense images (phan-
tasms);
– it illuminates them not only with respect to quiddity but also with respect to
material conditions; and
– the phantasm does not through the agent intellect represent the universal in the
possible intellect.
Let us consider each thesis in turn. If the phantasm can affect the possible intellect
after illumination, it must, according to Vargas, have received an additional positive
feature, because without something extra it would, after illumination, move the
possible intellect just as little as before; and if it could move the possible intellect
after illumination, then it would have been able do so before as well.67 Moreover, one
could argue that the agent intellect is capable of moving the possible intellect even
without something extra – which contradicts the claim at hand. For example, when
an object is prevented by an impediment from falling down, and the impediment is
taken away, then the object will fall down by its own power, not by something else;
so too, if the only action of the agent intellect consists in removing something in the
phantasm, then, as soon as the impediment is removed, the phantasm will move the
possible intellect by its own power and not by something else.68 Finally, removing
an impediment is an act of an accidental agent only, not of a per se agent, such as the
agent intellect; now, every action of a per se agent is positive andmust have a positive
effect; therefore the agent intellect must domore than just remove an impediment.69
67 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Si operatio intellectus agentis circa phantasmata tantum esset remotiva et non
positiva, sequeretur quod phantasmata ita modicum possent movere sicut ante, post illumina-
tionem. Consequens est falsum, et contra eos. Consequentia probatur, quia quandocumque aliquid
habet illud quod prius habebat, et nihil plus, omnem operationem quam modo habet, poterat
habere prius, ex quo nihil modo habet plus quam ante; sed phantasmata, per eos, nihil acquirunt;
ergo quidquidmodo possunt, poterant ante; sed ante non poterant movere; ergo nonmodo; et si
modo possunt, ergo et ante, quorum utrumque est contra eos (f. 85b).
68 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Si intellectus agens nihil imprimeret in phantasmatibus positive, sequeretur
quod phantasmata propria virtute possent movere intellectum possibilem; consequens est falsum,
et contra eos; ergo. Consequentia probatur. Quandocumque aliquod agens agit solum removendo
illud circa quod agit, remoto prohibente sibi derelictumpotest in actionempropter quam fiebat talis
remotio [remotivo v] propria virtute; hoc patet per exemplum. Si enim sit aliquid grave, quod non
possit descendere propter aliquod prohibens, si amoveatur illud prohibens per aliquod agens, tunc
grave propria virtute, et non alia, descendet; sed intellectus agens, per eos, non agit nisi removendo
in phantasmatibus; ergo, remoto prohibente, phantasmata propria virtute, et non per aliquid aliud,
movebunt intellectum possibilem (f. 85b).
69 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Intellectus agens est agens per se, et non per accidens; sed illud quod solum
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The agent intellect necessarily must act upon the material conditions too, not
only upon the quiddity, since it does not act by free choice but by natural necessity (de
necessitate naturae); as such it acts in a uniformway onwhatever the phantasmpresents
to it, which is not just the quiddity of the object but also its material conditions.
Moreover, according to Godfrey, the quiddity is intelligible of itself; it would, when
abstracted, even be able to move by itself the intellect. So it does not need the light of
the agent intellect at all; if anything, the latter illuminates thematerial conditions
rather than the quiddity – in contrast to the claim.70
The species representing the universal cannot reside in the imagination, because,
if so, then the imagination (phantasia) would be able to make use of it – which it
cannot. The imagination canmake use of every species residing in it, but it cannot
handle the universal. The reason is that the imagination is an internal sense, which
in sense perception holds perceived objects that are concrete particulars (as sense
images, they can be stored more permanently in another internal sense, the sense
memory, which is not to be confused with intellective memory, a component of the
intellective soul). Moreover, the species that exist in the imagination precede every act
of thinking; so it cannot represent the universal, because the latter is something that
exists only after an act of intellection (as explained inQDA 1.3, On the universal). Since,
according to Godfrey, the agent intellect does not add anything to the phantasm, the
latter after illumination does not have anything new; so, if it did not represent the
universal before illumination, the power of the agent intellect will not enable it to do
so.71
agit removendo prohibens, non est agens per se, sicut apparet de aperiente fenestram, immo per
accidens; ergo intellectus agens non solum agit removendo prohibens, et per consequens eius actio
non erit tantum remotiva (f. 85b)
70 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: … intellectus agens est agens naturale, non per liberumarbitrium, et phantasmata
sibi repraesentantur uniformiter, et quantum ad quidditates et quantum ad condicionesmateriales;
ergo utrumque illuminabit uniformiter. […] quidditas, per eos, est intelligibilis per se, quia, ut
dicunt, si quidditas esset abstracta, absque aliquo aliomoveret intellectum; ergo quidditas quantum
est de se non indiget lumine intellectus agentis, et per consequens, si intellectus agens habet
illuminare phantasmata, multo magis illuminabit quantum ad condiciones materiales quam
quantum ad quidditates, cuius oppositum dicunt et volunt (f. 85b–86a).
71 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Phantasia potest uti omni specie in ea existente; sed, per eos, species repraesenta-
tiva universalis est in phantasia; ergo phantasia potest ea uti, et per consequens, potest uti universali,
quod est manifeste falsum. […] Quod est posterius actu intelligendi non repraesentatur per aliquam
speciem praevenientem omnem actum intelligendi; universale est huiusmodi, quantum ad suum
esse formale et completum, ut declaratum est quaestione tertia primi libri; ergo. Cum igitur species
existens in phantasia praeveniat omnem actum intellectus, non poterit repraesentare ipsum actu
universale. (f. 86a).
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6. The Function of the Agent Intellect according to Vargas
The question now is: what is the positive element that the agent intellect bestows
upon the phantasm and what does it do? Vargas answers with two claims:
– The agent intellect sheds a kind of light upon the phantasm.
– This light causes an intelligible species in the possible intellect, but not the act of
thinking itself (the species precedes the act).72
Vargas does not deny that a kind of light is involved in cognitive acts; he also accepts
that this light is impressedby the agent intellect. But inhis view this light is impressed
upon the phantasm and hence formally resides (est) in the imagination itself or in the
phantasm itself as in its subject. Vargas arrives at this conclusion by eliminating all
other possibilities. This light is not a substance, but an accident; so it cannot exist by
itself, it must reside in some other entity: not in the possible intellect, since then the
light would illuminate the possible intellect, and not the phantasms; nor in the agent
intellect, since nothing acts upon and illuminates itself; besides, then phantasms
still would not be illuminated; hence it can only be in the phantasm itself, or in the
imagination.73
That the phantasm causes an intelligible species can be shown by means of an
analogy: the agent intellect stands to phantasms as light stands to colours. Just
as colours cause their species in the medium and in the sensitive powers, so, too,
phantasms cause intelligible species in the possible intellect; and because the latter is
immaterial, the species is also immaterial.74 That the phantasm does not cause the act
72 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Ulterius dico quod phantasma sic illustratum, sic illuminatum, causat in
intellectu possibili speciem intelligibilem, non tamen actum intelligendi; talis enim species
intelligibilis praevenit omnem actum intelligendi (f. 86a).
73 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Dico ergo quantum ad dubitationem, quod intellectus agens aliquid imprimit
ipsis phantasmatibus, scilicet lumen quoddam […]; illud autem lumen est in ipsa phantasia, sive in
ipsis phantasmatibus formaliter et subiective. Quod probo sic. Illud lumen est accidens, ut patet:
non enim est substantia; ergo non potest per se existere; vel ergo erit in intellectu possibili, vel
in intellectu agente, vel in phantasia seu phantasmatibus, vel in aliquo alio. Non in aliquo alio,
quia tunc nihil faceret ad intellectionem; nec in intellectu possibili, quia tunc non illuminarentur
phantasmata, sed intellectus possibilis; nec in intellectu agente, quia nihil illuminat seipsum, nec
agit in seipsum; item, etiamnon illuminarentur phantasmata, sed intellectus agens; ergo necessario
illud lumen erit in phantasmatibus, seu in phantasia (f. 86a).
74 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Sicut se habet lumen ad colores, sich intellectus agens ad phantasmata; sed
colores virtute luminis causant speciem intentionalem inmedio, vel in potentia [scil. sensitiva];
the nature and function of the agent intellect 125
of intellection can be seen as follows. The act of intellection is immanent, residing in
the agent or at least in the same subject as the agent; it resides in the intellect, which
is a power different from the imagination where the phantasm resides.75 – Note that
the exact cause of intellection remains as yet unidentified; it is in any case not the
intelligible species. In sum, Vargas readily admits that the agent intellect gives the
phantasm a certain disposition, but he insists that the latter consists in something
positive.76
Having clarified the way the agent intellect operates on phantasms, Vargas adds
a brief remark concerning its operation on the possible intellect: the agent intellect
illuminates the possible intellect by bringing it from potency to act, preparing
(disponit) it to receive the act of understanding.77 But ‘a certain reverend doctor’78
disputes this understanding, arguing that the possible intellect does not need to be
given any disposition at all; it is pure potentiality with respect to what is intelligible,
and by its nature maximally disposed to receive knowledge.79 In his reply, Vargas
clarifies that the possible intellect is indeed by nature maximally disposed, but
precisely because it has a con-natural habit disposing it to further perfections; being
pure potentiality does not mean that it does not have a natural habit naturally
disposing it and bringing it from potentiality to actuality.80 And there is a general
non tamen causant speciem totaliter immaterialem, eo quod medium et potentia non sunt
totaliter immaterialia, et species debet recipi in medio vel potentia; causant tamen speciem virtute
luminis; ergo phantasmata virtute intellectus agentis causabunt in intellectu possibili speciem
intelligibilem, et quia intellectus possibilis est potentia immaterialis, ista talis species in eo recepta
erit immaterialis (f. 86a).
75 Vargas, QDA 3.2.2: Actus intelligendi, cum sit actio immanens, vel erit in agente a quo causatur
effectus, vel saltem in eodem subiecto cum eo […]; sed actus intelligendi non est in phantasmate, nec
in eodem subiecto cum eo, cum phantasmata sint in phantasia, et actus intelligendi in intellectu;
ergo non poterit talis actus a tali specie causari (f. 86a).
76 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: … bene volo quod intellectus agens habeat operationem circa phantasmata, sed
non solum removendo, sed aliquid ponendo (f. 86b).
77 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Patet igitur quam operationemhabeat intellectus agens circa phantasmata. Sed si
quaeratur quam operationemhabet circa intellectum possibilem: dicendum quod illuminat ipsum,
reducendo ipsum de potentia ad actum, quia ipsum disponit ad recipiendum actum intelligendi
(f. 86b).
78 Identified by a marginal note as James of Pamiers: Jacob. de Appamis (f. 86b).
79 Cf. Vargas,QDA 3.2.2 (f. 86b).
80 Vargas,QDA 3.2 nn. 246–247: Intellectus igitur possibilis dicitur summe dispositus secundum suam
naturam, quia habet habitum connaturalem, ipsum naturaliter disponentem ad ulteriores perfec-
tiones. Et cum dicitur quod intellectus possibilis est pura potentia, etc.: dico quod verum est, quia
nullumactumhabet, nec speciem intelligibilem; et non sequitur propter hoc quod nonhabeat habi-
tumconnaturalem ipsumnaturaliter disponentem, et de potentia ad actumreducentem (p. 86b–87a)
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metaphysical reason for the necessity of this con-natural habit: just as matter, which
is pure potentiality in the domain of entities, requires certain dispositions in order
to receive a substantial form (because, according to Aristotle,81 acts coming from an
active power are received in a properly disposed recipient), so too the possible intellect
needs to be disposed; and since intellection is an immanent act, the possible intellect
requires a disposing factor, naturally joined to it, and effectively causing the act of
understanding.82
Vargas concludes the discussion with a few summarizing statements. The agent
intellect is a kind of light and a con-natural habit of the possible intellect. It must be
called a habit, because this is the best way to do justice to all its formal characteristics,
in particular the fact that it actualizes (actuet) the possible intellect by initiating acts of
intellection. Being a form in thepossible intellect, it canbetter actualize the latter than
if it were a distinct power, for in that case it would not inform the possible intellect.
Furthermore, its being a habit or form does in no way hinder the illumination of
phantasms, for its distance from phantasms is the same when it is taken to be a habit
or form as when it is taken to be a power distinct from the possible intellect.83 By way
of a coda Vargas then assures us that this picture of the agent intellect seems to reflect
Augustine’s mind, when the latter says (inOn the Trinity, 12.15) that the intellect sees
everything in a special kind of light.84
81 Cf. Aristotle,On the Soul 414a4–12
82 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Sicut non obstante quodmateria ipsa sit pura potentia in genere entium, requirit
tamen determinatas dispositiones ad recipiendum formam substantialem (quia actus activorum
sunt in patiente disposito, ut dicitur secundo huius [cf.De Anima, 414a4–12]), ita etiam suomodo,
non obstante quod intellectus possibilis sit pura potentia in genere intelligibilium, indiget tamen
alio disponente ipsum; et quia intelligere est actio immanens, requirit disponentem coniunctum
sibi naturaliter, qui etiam sit causa effectiva actus intelligendi (f. 87a).
83 Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Ex istis autem apparet quod intellectus agens sit aliquid animae, et quod non sit
aliqua potentia ipsius immediate fundata in ea. Illud enim quod disponit intellectum possibilem ad
actum intelligendi et informat ipsum est aliquid animae, non tamen potentia fundata immediate
in essentia eius; intellectus agens est huiusmodi, ut patet ex dictis; ergo. Est igitur intellectus
agens lumen quoddam et habitus connaturalis intellectui possibili. Et quod debeat vocari habitus,
patet, quia tunc melius salvantur omnia quae sunt de ratione formali eius. Salvatur enimmelius
quod actuet intellectum possibilem; nam ex quo est eius forma, melius potest ipsum actuare,
quam si esset potentia distincta, quia tunc non informaret eum; ulterius, non impeditur illustratio
phantasmatum, si ponatur habitus sive forma, quia aequalis distantia est ipsius ad phantasmata,
si ponatur habitus connaturalis informans intellectum possibilem, sicut si poneretur potentia
distincta ab intellectu possibili (f. 87a).
84 Augustine, De Trin. 12.15(24): Sed potius credendum est mentis intellectualis ita conditam esse
naturam ut rebus intellegibilibus naturali ordine disponente conditore subiuncta sic ista videat in
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To conclude this chapter, we may ask what makes Vargas’s views on the agent
intellect so ‘unusual’? There appear to be several elements in his views that are not
mainstream. The most obvious ones seem to be the idea that the agent intellect is
itself not a power, but a habit of the possible intellect, and the construal of a special
kind of habit implementing the agent intellect’s role. The agent intellect cannot
be a habit in the usual sense, so Vargas comes up with the notion of a con-natural
habit, intermediate between power and act, and capable of simply initiating acts of
intellection. In fact, he endows this con-natural habit with the capability usually
reserved for a power.85 As a result there is virtually no difference between a power
and a con-natural habit. The question then arises: why does Vargas feel so compelled
to see the agent intellect not as a power but as a habit? Vargas’s motivation seems
to be his expressly avowed desire to follow the Augustinian idea that the image of
the soul involves three powers, namely memory, (possible) intellect, and will, and
the Aristotelian dictum in De An. 3.5 where the kind of intellect that makes things
intelligible is called a habit and a light (with the latter designation having a nice
Augustinian ring).
quadam luce sui generis incorporea quemadmodum oculus carnis videt quae in hac corporea luce
circumadiacent, cuius lucis capax eique congruens est creatus. – Vargas does not cite this text in full
(f. 87a–87b)
85 Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles 4.477: … habitus autem a potentia in hoc differt, quod per
potentiam sumus potentes aliquid facere, per habitum autem non reddimur potentes ad aliquid
faciendum, sed habiles vel inhabiles ad id, quod possumus, bene vel male agendum. Per habitum
igitur non datur neque tollitur nobis aliquid posse, sed hoc per habitum adquirimus, ut bene
vel male aliquid agamus. John Duns Scotus,Ord. 4.44 n. 75: Item, habitus non est quo simpliciter
possumus, sed quo aliqualiter possumus (Ed. Vat. 14, p. 112).

chapter 6
The Causes of Intellection
Vargas’s views on the agent intellect and its role in acts of intellection are so elaborate
as tomake it forbidding to treat them in one chapter. A substantial part of these views
was covered in the preceding chapter, where we were concerned with the nature and
function of the agent intellect, in particular how it operates upon sense images and
produces abstractive cognition. But Vargas has a lot more to say about the causal role
of the agent intellect. He does so by considering various theoretically possible causes
of acts of intellection, notably the object or its representation, the possible intellect,
and the agent intellect. His conclusion is that the agent intellect alone is the total
cause of any act of intellection.
Vargas discusses the causes of intellection both in hisQuestions on theDeAnima and
in his commentary on the first book of the Sentences. In theQDA themain question
is whether the agent intellect is the total effective cause of the act of understanding
(QDA 3.2.3). The answer to this question is prepared by two subquestions which led to
the conclusion that the agent intellect is something of the soul, and that the agent
intellect is really different from the possible intellect (See Chapter Five). In the SENT
(which postdates theQDA), Vargas addresses the same issues in a theological context:
that of the intellective soul as an image of the Trinity. Now he asks whether any part
of the created image is the total efficient cause of its acts (SENT 1.3.2). Although there,
too, much thought is given to the structure of the soul, the more important issue
turns out to be the causal role of the agent intellect in cognition, the topic of the
present chapter. There is much overlap between the contents of the QDA and the
SENT. In both cases, Vargas defends the same theses, in particular his view that the
agent intellect is the sole total cause of intellection. The two sources are essentially in
agreement; the main difference is that, in theQDA, Vargas discusses other opinions
without identifying their authors,whereas in the SENTVargas engages in adiscussion
with several explicitly named authors, notably Scotus and some of his followers, who
hold that intellection is caused by two essentially ordered causes making up one
integral cause.
In section 1 of the present chapter I will give a brief overview of the way Vargas
organizes his discussion of the causes of intellection in theQDA and the SENT. The
remainder of the chapter will be devoted to the substance of Vargas’s views. I will start
with Vargas’s enumeration of the candidate causes of intellection and his general
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assessment as to their appropriateness (section 2). Then I will offer an outline of the
Scotistic co-causality theory (section 3) and discuss Vargas’s criticismof its assumption
(in section 4). In the final section Iwill outline Vargas’s own view: the agent intellect as
the sole cause of intellection (section 5). In general I will use the SENT as the primary
source, but in the Appendices to this chapter I collect the more relevant passages,
showing where possible the parallellism between theQDA and the SENT.
1. TheQuestions on the De Anima vs. the Sentences Commentary
Before addressing the pertinent substantial issues themselves itmay be useful to have
an overview of the way Vargas organizes the matter inQDA 3.2.3 and SENT 1.3.2. The
structure of the discussion inQDA 3.2.3 is fairly conventional. Vargas starts with four
opinions concerning the causes of intellection he does not agree with:
– The intelligible object is the total cause of intellection (O1)
– The possible intellect is the total cause of intellection (O2)
– The object together with the possible intellect is the total cause of intellection
(O3)
– The possible intellect informed by intelligible species causes intellection (O4)
He then expounds his own opinion by first expressly arguing for three theses which
are the negative counterpart of three of the opinions to be rejected:
– The object is neither the total nor a partial cause of intellection (against O1)
– The possible intellect is neither the total nor a partial cause of intellection (against
O2)
– The possible intellect informed by the intelligible species is not the cause of
intellection (against O4).1
Next, Vargas comes to his own positive claim:
1 Vargas does not argue explicitly for the opposite of the third opinion (O3) in the way he does for the
first two opinions (O1 and O2), because he considers it sufficiently dealt with by his criticism of the
first two opinions. Cf.QDA 3.2.3: Per iam dicta patet quid sit dicendum admotiva tertiae positionis
(p. 91b).
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– The agent intellect alone is the total efficient cause of intellection.
Finally, he refutes the arguments in favour of the other opinions (O1–O4).
In the relevant part of SENT 1.3.2 Vargas adopts a different approach. He starts
immediatelywith his own opinion,whichhe articulates in twonegative propositions,
corresponding to his opposition to O1 and O2 in theQDA:
– The object is neither the total nor a partial cause of intellection
– The possible intellect is neither the total nor a partial cause,
and one positive assertion:
– The agent intellect is the total efficient cause of acts of intellection.
Alternative opinions are now introduced under the guise of objections stemming
from the Scotistic theory according to which intellection is caused by the object and
the intellect as partial co-causes making up one integral cause.2 Although Vargas
in the SENT appears to be predominantly concerned with Scotus’s theory of two
simultaneously acting causes, he does not deal directly with all of it as presented
in the pertinent writings. He disputes the theory by disproving arguments for key
elements of it as advanced by Scotus himself and some of the his followers: the partial
causality of the object (Landulph of Caracciolo), the partial causality of the possible
intellect (Scotus and Caracciolo), and the co-causality of object and agent intellect
(Francis of Meyronnes, presumably). But behind all these discussions lies Scotus’s
original theory.
As this brief overview suggests, in the SENT Vargas seems to have becomemuch
more confident in detailing his own opinion, as he no longer feels the need to discuss
other opinions in their own right; the latter are just touched upon as objections to
his own theses and refuted accordingly.
2 The objections are presented in a somewhat unbalanced manner. Some objections against the
second negative thesis are treated immediately after the presentation of that thesis; the relevant
objections or rather arguments are taken from Scotus himself. Most objections, however, are dealt
with after Vargas has completed his exposition of all three theses. There Vargas considers arguments
against each of his three theses in turn (including the second one again!): first with respect to the
partial causality of the object, then with respect to the partial causality of the possible intellect and
finally with respect to the co-causality of object and agent intellect. Perhaps this procedure is to be
explained by the Augustinianmethod for producing Sentences commentaries. See Trapp (1975).
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To conclude this section I wish to point out that Vargas’s discussion of theories of
intellection is not the first of its kind. At the beginning of the fourteenth century,
Scotus had also reviewed six opinions on the matter before he presented his own
theory of co-causation.3 A central issue was the involvement of the intellect itself:
is it totally or partially passive, or totally or partially active? Scotus discussed a
number of arguments for and against each possibility; many of them reappear in
later discussions, and a substantial number was subjected to criticism by Ockham.4
Peter Auriol also developed an original theory on the process of intellectionmeant
to replace various other theories, which he deemed unsatisfactory, including that of
Scotus.5 A remarkable difference between Vargas and his predecessors is that Vargas
does not address an issue that for many theologians of his time was very important:
the relation between human intellection and the mental word, where the mental
word is thought to be an image of the divineWord. For example, Scotus,6Godfrey7 and
Auriol8 all devote one ormore questions to ‘the created and uncreated word’, in which
they have a lot to say about the mechanism of human intellection. Since Vargas does
not address this topic at all,9 I will have leave it aside.10
3 Scotus,Ord. 1.3.3.2:Utrum pars intellectiva proprie sumpta vel aliquid eius sit causa totalis gignens actualem
notitiam vel ratio gignendi (Vat. 3, pp. 245–360). For a convenient summary see John Duns Scotus (2016).
4 William of Ockham, Quaestiones Variae Q. 5: Utrum intellectus angelicus vel humanus active se habeat
respectu intellectionis causandae. (OTh. 8, pp. 155–191).
5 Peter Auriol, Electronic Scriptum d. 9 pars prima and d. 35 pars prima. See R.L. Friedman, L.O. Nielsen,
C. Schabel: The Peter Auriol Homepage, at http://www.peterauriol.net (text Version 2 of July 20,
2009). Cf. Friedman (2015).
6 Scotus,Ord. 1.27.1:Utrum verbum creatum sit actualis intellectio (Ed. Vat. 6, p. 63); Rep. 1A.27.2.1:Utrum
verbum intellectus creati sit notitia vel intellectio actualis (Ed. WB, vol. 2, p. 155).
7 Godfrey of Fontaines,Quod. 10.12:Utrum verbummentale formetur in intellectu ab ipso intellectu in quo est
vel ab alio. (1924, pp. 358–365).
8 Peter Auriol, Electronic Scriptum d. 27 pars secunda: Utrum verbum creatum et increatum emanet ut
intellectio actualis, vel sicut obiectum positum in esse format.
9 At least in Sent. 1 d. 27, where the divine Word is usually discussed; Vargas merges this distinction
with the two preceding ones and has only one question here, which does not deal with theWord.
See, however, Friedman (2013), pp. 882–886, on Vargas.
10 For an overview of the encounter between the theology of the trinity and the psychology of the
intellective soul in the period of 1250 to 1350, see Friedman (2013).
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2. Vargas’s General Assessment of the Candidate Causes of Intellection
A priori there are several factors that might be considered to play a causal role in
intellection. In the context of an argument in theQDA, adduced (by his opponents) to
support the thesis that the possible intellect is the total cause of intellection, Vargas
enumerates the following potential candidates for causing intellection:11 the object
in itself, the sense image (phantasma), the object in the imagination (phantasia), the
agent intellect, and the possible intellect; no mention is made of the intelligible
species. The same factors return in the SENT, but now the species are subsumed
under ‘the object in the soul’. In the SENT the number of possible causes is reduced
to just three, considered by Vargas to be sufficient for causing intellection: the object
or the species representing it, the possible intellect and the agent intellect (cf. the
three main positions implied by the negative and positive propositions defended in
the SENT). Now, by discrediting any causal role for the object (or its species) and the
possible intellect Vargas already is halfway his claim that the agent intellect is the
only relevant cause. This is basically Vargas’s approach in the SENT. In theQDA, the
discussion has a rather piecemeal outlook, as it is distributed over more propositions,
but the general thrust of Vargas’s stance is easily captured. I will now briefly review
Vargas’s main reasons for dismissing the object and the possible intellect as causes of
intellection.
The Role of the Object
The view that the intelligible object is the total cause of intellection seems to
correspond to the position held by Godfrey of Fontaines (among others) as expressed
in several of his quodlibetal questions. Vargas does not mention Godfrey, but he is
evidently familiar with the latter’s doctrines, as we may gather from his criticism of
Godfrey’s theory of abstraction (discussed in Chapter Five). According to the contested
opinion, the object is of itself (de se) actually intelligible; its actuality corresponds
to the intellect’s natural potentiality for understanding; the object can affect the
intellect, thereby bringing it frompotentiality to actuality, and somust necessarily be
the total effective cause of the act of understanding.12 Vargas retorts that the assumed
correspondence between the actuality of the object and the intellect’s potentiality
does not imply that the object must bring the intellect from potentiality to actuality,
11 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 189 and SENT 1.3.2 n. 239 (cf. Appendix 2). The argument will be discussed below.
12 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 157; SENT 1.3.2 n. 266 (cf. Appendix 1)
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because the object’s being intelligible is a virtual actuality that is different from the
formal potentiality of the intellect. To support the latter claim he offers an analogy:
the relation between object and intellect is similar to that between a piece of wood and
fire. The intellect is in potentiality to thinking just as fire is in potentiality to burning,
and theobject is actually intelligible in thewayapiece ofwood is actually combustible;
yet the wood does not act upon the fire and does not bring it from potentiality to
actuality, rather the other way round. Vargas concludes that the possible intellect is
brought to actuality effectively through the agent intellect, which virtually contains
the act of thinking (this is an essential element of Vargas’s own theory; we will return
to it below). Therefore, when it is said that the object makes the intellect similar
to itself, we must say that it does so not as an efficient cause; it only provides the
subject matter or content of the intellection (materia circa quam).13 Vargas’s notion
of the intelligible object as the subject matter of the act of thinking makes it easy
for him to discard the suggestion that it is the object that moves the intellect and
that it therefore must be the total cause of intellection. The object does indeed move
the intellect, not, however, as the efficient cause of intellection (which is the agent
intellect), but as a stimulus (excitative) or as what the intellection is about (materia circa
quam): ‘just as food incites us to eat, although it is not the effective cause of eating,
but merely the matter involved’.14
In the SENT Vargas offers another argument against the activity of the object, one
that presupposes a strict analogy between sense cognition and intellective cognition.15
A naturally sensible object is neither the total nor a partial effective cause of the act
of sensing; therefore a naturally intelligible object is neither the total nor a partial
effective cause of the act of thinking. By way of proof of the premise Vargas offers two
texts from Augustine. The first is fromOnGenesis:16
13 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 204; SENT 1.3.2 n. 275–276 (cf. Appendix 1)
14 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 160 & 207 (cf. Appendix 1)
15 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 212 (cf. Appendix 2)
16 Augustine inOnGenesis, 12.16 (33): Nec sane putandum est facere aliquid corpus in spiritu, tamquam
spiritus corpori facienti, materiae vice subdatur. Omni enimmodo praestantior est qui facit, ea re de
qua aliquid facit; neque ullomodo spiritu praestantius est corpus. […] Quamvis ergo prius videamus
aliquod corpus, quod antea non videbamus, atque inde incipiat imago eius esse in spiritu nostro,
quo illud cum absens fuerit recordemur: tamen eamdem eius imaginem non corpus in spiritu,
sed ipse spiritus in seipso facit celeritate mirabili. (My translation). In the edition of the Sentences
commentary the quotation has some bizarre errors:mere vite formateriae vice, and sterilitatemnumerali
for celeritate mirabili; suchmisfortunes are also met elsewhere in the edition. As for the vicissitudes
of authorities: the same text that Vargas quotes fromOnGenesis to support his claim that the object
the causes of intellection 135
One should certainly not believe that a body does something in the mind
(spiritu), as if the mind would be subjected to the body’s activity, as a kind of
matter; for a person thatmakes something is in everywaymore excellent than
the thing fromwhat he makes it; and the body is in no way more excellent
than themind … As soon as we see a body that we did not see before, its image
starts to be in ourmind, but that very image is not a body in themind, but
the mind itself makes it in itself at a marvellous speed.
The second text is fromOnmusic:17
We should carefully think about whether what is called ‘hearing’ is in truth
not something other than the fact that something happens to the soul by the
body. It is utterly absurd to subordinate the soul to the body in thewaymatter
is subordinated to the craftsman; for the soul is never inferior to the body and
all matter is inferior to the craftsman; so the soul is in no way subordinate
in the way matter is to the craftsman; it would be so if the body produced
rhythms in it. […] To be brief, when the soul senses in the body, it seems to
me not to be passively undergoing something from the latter, but rather to
act more attentively (attentius) in its passions […] When the soul undergoes
something from its operations, it undergoes something from itself, not from
the body.
For Vargas these words of Augustine are his most preferred argument (ratio potissima)
for holding his conclusion that the object is not a cause of intellection.
is not a cause of intellection is used by Scotus as evidence against the view that the soul is the total
cause of intellection! Scotus:Ord. 1.3 n. 407 (Vat. 3, p. 248).
17 Augustinus, OnMusic, 6: 5 (8), 5 (10), 5 (12): Diligenter considerandum est utrum revera nihil sit
aliud quod dicitur audire, nisi aliquid a corpore in anima fieri. Sed perabsurdum est fabricatori
corpori materiam quoquo modo animam subdere. Numquam enim anima est corpore deterior;
et omnis materia fabricatore deterior. Nullo modo igitur anima fabricatori corpori est subiecta
materies. Esset autem, si aliquos in ea numeros corpus operaretur. […] Et ne longum faciam, videtur
mihi anima cum sentit in corpore, non ab illo aliquid pati, sed in eius passionibus attentius agere.
[…] Cum autem ab eisdem suis operationibus aliquid patitur, a seipsa patitur, non a corpore (My
translation).
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The Role of the Possible Intellect
With respect to the view that the possible intellect is the total cause of intellection,
Vargas again does not mention any particular author in theQDA. According to this
view, intellection is an immanent act; it wholly resides in the agent that performs it,
andnot elsewhere: not in the object, nor in something else; so it comes totally from the
possible intellect alone.18 Vargas’s reply rests on his (idiosyncratic) notion of the agent
intellect as a natural habit of the possible intellect (discussed in Chapter Five) and
the (conventional) distinction between an active principle and the subject in which
it resides; the former is often called the principle by which something comes about
(principium quo) while the latter is that which has the active principle (principium quod).
For an act to be immanent it suffices that it has its active principle as its subject, or that
it belongs to the immediate subject of the active principle. Such is the case here: the
active principle is the agent intellect, which has the possible intellect as its subject.19
The possible intellect is the subject of the agent intellect, which is the principiumquo of
intellection. Alternatively, one could say that the main acting and receiving principle
of intellection is the intellective soul, the agent intellect being the principle (ratio) of
causing the act and the possible intellect being the principle of receiving the act. The
agent intellect is the total effective cause of an act of understanding as the principle
by which (quo) the act comes about, and the soul is the subject which (quod) has that
principle; the possible intellect is the total recipient cause of the act, as the principle
by which (quo) the act is received, with the soul as the subject which (quod) receives it.
Thus it can truly be said that an immanent operation remains in the agent as agent.20
18 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 161: Alia opinio est, quae ponit quod intellectus creatus possibilis est totalis causa
effectiva actus intelligendi. Haec autem opinio probatur […] sic. Omnis operatio immanens manet
in agente, ut agens est. Hoc ponitur 9 Metaphysicae et 2 Ethicorum; sed intelligere est operatio
immanens, secundumAristotelem, ubi supra; ergomanet in agente, ut agens est; sedmanet totaliter
in intellectu possibili, et nullomodo in obiecto, nec in aliquo alio; ergo totaliter est ab intellectu
possibili et non ab aliquo alio (f. 87b).
19 Vargas, QDA 3.2 n. 208: … ad hoc quod operatio immanens sit perfectio agentis, sufficit quod sit
subiective sui principii activi, vel virtus immediati subiecti sui activi […]; sic autem est in proposito,
et ideo non concludit. (f. 91b)
20 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 209: Vel potest dici […], quodprincipale principiumintellectionis agens et recipiens
est anima intellectiva, quae per intellectum agentem agit tamquam per rationem agendi, et per
intellectumpossibilem recipit, tamquamper rationem recipiendi; intellectus igitur agens est totalis
causa effectiva actus intelligendi sicut quo, anima autem sicut quod; et intellectus possibilis est
totalis causa receptiva dicti actus sicut quo, anima autem sicut quod; et sic verificatur quod operatio
immanens manet in agente ut agens est (f. 91b).
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Object (or Species) Together with the Possible Intellect
Vargas not only denies that the object is the only cause of intellection, he also disputes
the view that the possible intellect and the object concur as two partial causesmaking
up one total cause in producing the act of understanding.21 In addition, he rejects
a related view, according to which possible intellect, when it is informed by the
intelligible species, is the total effective cause of its act of understanding.22 Again, no
authors are referred to.23
The phrase ‘two partial causes making up one total cause’ points to Scotus,24 but
what Vargas gives by way of arguments for the theory is too general to make any
attribution with certainty. In theQDA Vargas’s refutation of the opinion is as terse as
his presentation of it. He considers it sufficiently refuted by his criticism of the view
that either the object or the possible intellect is the sole cause of intellection. In the
SENT on the other hand, Vargas is much more explicit in discussing a theory that
proposes two concurrent causes for intellection.
3. Scotus’s Co-Causality Theory
Having seen Vargas’s general attitude concerning the role of the object and the
(possible) intellect in causing acts of understanding we may turn to his criticism
of the Scotistic theory, which incorporates both the object and the intellect as two
concurrent causes. The first thing to do is to summarize this theory.
Scotus was concerned with the issue of the passivity/activity of the intellect and
the causes of intellection throughout his career. He addressed it for the first time
21 Vargas,QDA 3.2 nn. 165–166: Alia est opinio, quae dicit quod intellectus noster possibilis et obiectum
naturaliter conceptibile concurrunt sicut duae causae partiales integrantes unam causam totalem
ad causandum actum intelligendi (f. 88a).
22 Vargas, QDA 3.2 n. 167: Alii volunt quod intellectus possibilis sit pure passivus quantum ad
receptionem speciei intelligibilis, sed est activus mediante ista specie respectu suae intellectionis.
23 The edition has a marginal note here (at p. 88a), but it turns out not to be very helpful: Quartus
dicendi modus. Ista est opin. Commun. Scoti et Sancti Thomae et Ioan. [Iaon ed.] Gand. atque parum differunt
inter se. Pro hac materia vide Scot. 1 Sent dist. 3 [1 ed.] q. 7. Ioan. Bac. 2 Sent d. 24 per totam; Ioan. Gand. 3 De
Anima q. 24. Vide Chrisost. Iavel. 3 De Anima tract. 5 q. 2 et 2. Apart from the fact that Scotus is probably
better linked to the thirdmodus dicendi, it is questionable whether he would agree that there is ‘little
difference’ between the three authors here assumed to adhere to a ‘common opinion’.
24 Cf. Scotus,Ord. 1.3.3.2 (Vat. 3, pp. 245–329), andQuod. 15 (Ed. Alluntis andWolter, pp. 539–579). Scotus’s
view will be discussed shortly.
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in his own Questions on the Soul, Questions 12 and 23. In Q. 12 he asks whether the
intellective and sensitive powers of the soul are only passive.25 Scotus rejects the view
(of Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome) that they are passive and argues that they
are truly active, ‘otherwise the powers would be seriously vilified’.26 Basically his
argument is the general Aristotelian axiom that acting and what acts is nobler than
suffering and what suffers.27 It is false that a sensible object which acts on account of
its accidental form is nobler than the intellective soul; similarly, inanimate things
which are being understood cannot bemore perfect than the personwhounderstands
them.28 So for Scotus there is no doubt that the intellective soul is actively involved
in intellection. The possibility of co-causation of object and intellect is alluded to in
Q. 23 of theQuestions on the Soul, where Scotus asks: ‘Is the intellect in the elicitation
of acts of intellectionmoving (movens) while [being or having been] moved (motum)
by the object; or, do the intellect and the object shining out in the species concur in
producing the act of intellection as two partial agents that are perfect in their own
order and causality, with the causality of the one not depending on that of the other,
even though the one is a more important mover than the other?’29 Promising as the
title of the question is, Scotus does not yet give a decisive answer.30 For that we have
to look at his Sentences commentary.
25 Scotus,QDA 12:Utrum potentiae animae, scilicet intellectiva et sensitiva, sint tantum passivae (OPHil. 5,
p. 97). Note, incidentally, the et: the question applies to both the intellective and the sensitive power,
suggesting the possibility of an agent sense.
26 Scotus,QDA 12, n. 21. Dicendum igitur quod potentiae animae respectu suarum operationum sunt
activae; aliter nimis vilescerent, ut patebit (OPhil. 5, p. 103).
27 Aristotle,On the Soul 430a18–19. Cf. Auctoritates: Agens est nobilius et honorabilius passo et forma
materia (Hamesse, 1974, p. 187).
28 Scotus,QDA 12, n. 23: … obiectum sensibile ratione formae accidentalis est agens, et potentia animae
vel anima patiens cognitionem; … igitur quaecumque forma accidentalis esset nobilior anima
intellectiva, quod falsum est. Ib. n. 25: si obiectum igitur intelligi est nobilius quam intelligere, per
illud inanimata, quae non intelligunt sed intelliguntur, sunt perfectiora quam homo qui intelligit
(OPhil. 5, pp. 104–105)
29 Scotus,QDA 23, n. 23:Utrum in elicitione actus intelligendi intellectus sit movens motum ab obiecto, vel quod
intellectus et obiectum relucens in specie concurrant ad actum intelligendi ut duo agentia partialia perfecte
in suo ordine et sua causalitate, quorum causalitas unius non dependet a causalitate alterius, licet unum sit
principalius movens alio (OPhil. 5, p. 241).
30 As the editors note (on p. 115*)QDA 23 is ‘anomalous’ and very sketchy. But the way the editors deal
with it in their Introduction and in the subheadings and notes they provide is not very helpful.
As I see it the question can best be structured as follows: First opinion: the intellect is not moved
by the object or its species (nn. 1–2); Second opinion: the intellect is (only) active whenmoved by
the object or its species (n. 3); Replies to the arguments for the first opinion (nn. 4–5); Against these
replies (nn. 6–11); Support for the second opinion (nn. 12–13).
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In theOrdinatio Scotus presents a fully worked out version of the co-causation
model31 towhichhe gives a finishing touch inhis lastwork, theQuodlibetalQuestions.32
In theOrdinatio Scotus concludes that intellection is caused both by the object and a
‘part of the intellective soul’, the latter being the more important factor. Which part
of the soul is involved Scotus does not make explicit until the fifteenth quodlibetal
question, where he investigates the possible roles of the agent and the possible
intellect. This question, which in all likelihood is later than the first book of the
Ordinatio, has been given little thought in the secondary literature.33 Yet it contains
the most complete version of Scotus’s co-causation theory, so I will use it for the
present discussion.
Scotus starts with the proposition that every new thought that comes up in our
mindmust have a sufficient active principle or cause that is internal to the thinking
subject.34 To be specific: the effective principle of an act of thinking can only be the
intellective part of the soul. Establishing this conclusion is a matter of elimination.
In the human soul, there are only three candidates: the sensitive part, the intellective
part and the will. The latter cannot cause intellection, simply because it is always
preceded by a cognition. The sensitive part cannot cause intellections either, because
sense perception results in phantasms (which represent singular material things)
and is less perfect than intellection (which involves immaterial and universal items);
as such the latter is more noble than the entire sensitive soul.35 Therefore, it is in the
intellective part of the soul that wemust look for the active principle of intellection.
31 Scotus,Ord. 1.3.3.1–2:Utrumpars intellectiva proprie sumpta vel aliquid eius sit causa totalis gignens actualem
notitiam vel ratio gignendi, and:Utrum principialior causa notitiae genitae sit obiectum (in se vel in specie
praesens) vel ipsa pars intellectiva animae. These questions are summarized in John Duns Scotus, (2016),
pp. 30–36, and discussed extensively in Cross (2014a), in particular in Chapter 6: TheMechanism of
Occurrent Cognition.
32 Scotus,Quod. 15 n. 1: Consequenter quaeritur de modo, quo intellectus exit in actum, sive de causa
intellectionis. Et est quaestio: Posito quod beatus in patria habeat verbum de creatura visa in
essentia divina, utrum respectu illius verbi creaturae, intellectus possibilis habeat se pure passive.
(Ed. Alluntis, pp. 539–540). Citations and paragraph numbers are from Juan Duns Escoto (1968).
The same paragraph numbers are used in John Duns Scotus (1975). Although I have regularly
consulted this work, the translation of the passages used in the present chapter is generally my
own.
33 Exceptions are: Pizzo (1998); onQuod. 15 in particular, see pp. 168–172. Chabada (2005); onQuod. 15 see
pp. 127–135.
34 Scotus,Quod. 15 n. 6: … igitur respectu intellectionis nostrae novae est aliquod activum principium;
illud est intrinsecum supposito intelligenti (Ed. Alluntis, p. 542).
35 Scotus,Quod. 15 n. 7–8: Vel illud principium pertinebit ad voluntatem, vel ad partem sensitivam, vel
ad partem intellectivam, ut distinguitur contra voluntatem et sensum. Non potest dari primum,
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Now the question is: is this principle something of the intellective soul itself, or
is it the object or its representative (the intelligible species), which is in the soul as an
accident of the soul but not as something of its proper nature? For Scotus, it is certain
that some part of the intellective soul and the object are working together in causing
acts of intellection, but it is not immediately clear which of the two is active per se, as
the authorities seem to give different answers.36 Both in Augustine and in Aristotle
passages can be found in favour of each of the two factors. Scotus himself resolves the
problem bymeans of his co-causation theory: ‘it can be said that each factor operates
together with the other as an active principle of intellection.’37 It is not a matter of
object or intellect, but rather of object and intellect. This conclusion is the outcome of
checking the possible alternatives:
When an intelligible object is actually present to the intellect, one can have
an actual intellection of it, but not without a perfectly active principle [i.e. a
principle that is by itself completely sufficient to cause intellection]; therefore,
either only oneof the two factors is that perfectly activeprinciple, or bothmake
up one integral perfectly active principle, with each of them being partially
active.38
To show that the object alone cannot be the total cause of intellection, Scotusmarshals
an argument that echoes his reasoning in QDA 12 (see above): a cause that has an
saltem in prima intellectione, quia ipsa praecedit omnem actum voluntatis; nec est dare secundum,
scilicet quod illud principium sit praecise in parte sensitiva; relinquitur igitur quod sit in parte
intellectiva. […] quod non sit in parte sensitiva, probatur […] intellectio est simpliciter perfectior
phantasmate et quacumque tali perfectione quae est in parte sensitiva, quia intellectio est proprie
perfectio naturae intellectualis, ut intellectualis est, quae inquantum talis nobilior est tota anima
sensitiva, et ita perfectior perfectione (Ed. Alluntis, pp. 543–544).
36 Scotus,Quod. 15 n. 19: … certum est quod ad actualem intellectionem causandam concurrunt aliquid
ipsius animae intellectivae et obiectum aliquo modo praesens, scilicet vel ⟨in⟩ se vel in aliquo
repraesentante. Sed quid istorum debet poni per se activum respectu intellectionis, auctoritates
videntur varie loqui (Ed. Alluntis, p. 548).
37 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 26: … potest dici quod utrumque concurrit in ratione principii activi respectu
intellectionis, aliquid scilicet ipsius animae, et ipsum obiectum vel aliquid ex parte obiecti (Ed.
Alluntis, p. 550).
38 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 26: Pro hac conclusione videtur esse ratio, quoniam quando obiectum intelligible
est actu praesens intellectui, potest haberi intellectio actualis illius obiecti, sed non potest haberi
sine principio perfecte activo; igitur vel alterum illorum tantum est perfecte principium activum,
vel ambo integrant unum principium perfecte activum, ita quod utrumque sit partiale activum
(Ed. Alluntis, p. 551).
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effect of a different nature must be more perfect than what it causes; but as a sensible
form, an object is less perfect than intellection, so it cannot be the sole cause of it.39
Moreover, Scotus continues, sometimes an object is present to the intellect, sometimes
not, the intellection of an object being an episodic event, mediated by the fact that
a species happens to be present in the intellect as an accident; but this condition of
accidentality is not of the essence of a perfect agent; so an object cannot be the per se
total cause of intellection; if it were, intellection would not be the what constitutes
the perfection of the intellect or of man.40 The intellect, on the other hand, cannot
be the exclusive cause of acts of intellection either. The object must have a role too,
because the act of intellection seems to consist in a proper likeness between object
and intellect (this is the standard Aristotelian view on cognition). The similarity is
carried by the intelligible species, which arises from the object.41 Thus the conclusion
must be that both the object and the intellect ‘somehow’ are an active factor in the
causation of intellective act; as partial causes theymake up one single complete active
principle.42
The next step is to specify how the co-operation between intellect and object takes
form. Here Scotus resorts to his concept of essentially ordered causes. He discerns
several ways inwhich two causes can act together in producing one effect.43 In general,
causes are essentially ordered when there is an essential relation of dependence
between the respective causal powers. To illustrate the specific kind of co-causation
relevant for the case at hand Scotus refers to Aristotle’s view on the way man and
woman co-operate in procreation: both parents are necessary, but the father is the
39 Scotus, Quod. 15, n. 27: Quia aliquod obiectum non est nobilius ipsa intellectione, sicut accidens
sensibile; et principium activumperfectum, quando est aequivocum, necessario est perfectius forma
causata (Ed. Alluntis, p. 551).
40 Scotus, Quod. 15, n. 29: Operatio illa non est per se perfectio agentis quam ipsum elicit praecise
mediante aliquo suo accidente per accidens. […] illud autem a quo obiectum (aliud ab anima) est
praesens intellectui est eius accidens per accidens, quia quandoque contingenter inest quandoque
non; igitur si solum illud est principium activum respectu intellectionis, intellectio non esset
propria perfectio intellectus vel hominis (Ed. Alluntis, pp. 551–552).
41 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 30: Probatur quod nec totalis activitas conveniat intellectui, quia actus [intelli-
gendi] videtur propria similitudo obiecti; videtur etiam sortiri speciem ab obiecto, licet non sicut
a principio formali intrinseco, tamen sicut a per se principio extrinseco (Ed. Alluntis, p. 552). For
Scotus’s views on the intelligible species, see Spruit (1994–1995), vol. 1 pp. 257–265.
42 Scotus, Quod. 15, n. 31: Verum quidem est quod utrumque istorum aliquo modo est activum ad
intellectionem, sed activum partiale; ambo autem integrant unum activum totale (Ed. Alluntis,
p. 552).
43 See for example King (2003), especially pp. 38–42. With respect to the problem under discussion see
the chapter by Pasnau (2003), especially pp. 290–293.
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more important factor. ‘Yet the mother does not receive her active power from the
father, and her having this power does not depend on the father; she only depends
on the father for the exercise of her own power.’ Analogously, in the causation of an
act of understanding, the intellect is the prior or higher cause and the object or its
representative, the species, is the lower or posterior cause. Intellect and object each
have their own causal power, the higher cause (the intellect) does not give the lower
(object/species) its causality, but the latter can only exercise its causality in virtue of
the former. Both causes must be active together and are simultaneously effective, but
the causal power of the intellect is greater than that of the object.44
But which part of the intellective soul implements the required causality: the
agent intellect or the possible intellect? Scotus’s answer to this question involves
several aspects that are treatedmore or less intertwined although they are logically
independent. The first thing to be clear about is what exactly happens in the process
of intellection; then we can consider the role of the Aristotelian powers, the agent
and possible intellect; finally we can see how Scotus relates these two powers to the
Augustinian intellective soul, in particular the power of memory.
Now, what are the events making up the process of intellection? Cognition starts
with sense perception of thematerialworld. An object produces representations in the
external senses (species sensibilis), which in turn produce a sense image (phantasma) in
the inner sense of imagination (or sense memory). Cognition ends when the intellect
actually thinks of a concept of the object. The actual thought is often called the species
expressa, or verbum (mentis), the (mental) word, as it is called at the beginning of Quod.
15. The phantasm represents an object as something concrete, singular, and vested
with all its material conditions. Concepts, on the other hand, are abstract, general
or universal, and immaterial (since they reside in the intellect, which was assumed to
be immaterial). Any theory explaining the process of cognition has to bridge the gap
44 Scotus, Quod. 15, n. 33: Dico quod causae concurrentes […] quandoque vero sunt alterius rationis
et ordinis […] quandoque posterior non habet virtutem suam a priore, nec dependet in habendo
suam virtutem ab ea, sed tantum dependet ab ea in agendo secundum suam virtutem, ita quod
superior principalius agit et inferior minus principaliter agit. Exemplum: forte de patre et matre in
generatione prolis; ut enim videtur haberi ex XVIDe Animalibus, mater aliquomodo se habet active,
quod videtur rationabile, cum formam eiusdem speciei consequatur virtus eiusdem speciei; mas
autem et foemina non differunt specifice secundum Philosophum XMetaphysicae; mater autem
virtutem suam activam non habet a patre, nec in habendo ipsam ab illo dependet, sed dependet
ab ipso in agendo secundum ipsam virtutem, et agit minus principaliter. (Ed. Alluntis, pp. 553–
554). Cf. Aristotle,On the Generation of Animals, 721a32–730b32;Metaphysics, 1058a29–35. Perhaps amore
modern example would be the way an expert and a novice engineer cooperate in developing a piece
of computer hardware.
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between these extremes or, as Scotus puts it (following Averroes), to pass from one
order to the other: from the domain of sensible things to the domain of intelligible
things, and, consequently, from the domain of corporeal things to the domain of
spiritual things.45 In the present context we are concerned in particular with the
transformation of the sense image or phantasm into the mental word. Scotus has a
very detailed picture of this process; it involves two kinds of transformation or rather a
transformation at two levels, and two successive actions. The latter is a consequence of
the fact that Scotus holds that (abstractive) cognition requires an intermediate entity
between phantasm andmental word, namely the intelligible species.46 So the trans-
formation involves three real entities representing the cognized object: (a) the sense
image or phantasm, (b) the intelligible species, and (c) the actual intellection (verbum);
these entities reside in the soul, as real accidents. The changes from (a) to (b) and from
(b) tot (c) are therefore real too. However, they are accompanied by ‘metaphorical’
changes in the content of the representations (i.e. the intended object orwhat the cog-
nition is about), which in each representation has the same ontological status, namely
that of ‘being an object of cognition’ (esse obiectivum). The ‘metaphorical’ change from
(a) to (b) means that the object becomes an actually intelligible universal, and the
change from (b) to (c) means that it becomes actually thought of. See the Table below.
Scotus himself describes the whole process as follows:
[There are …] two ordered actions. The first is to convert what is potentially
intelligible into what is actually intelligible, or what is potentially universal
into what is actually universal; the second is to convert what is potentially
understood (intellectum) into what is actually understood. The first function
can be understood as follows. From the phantasm in the imagination is gen-
erated, by virtue of the agent intellect, the intelligible species, or something
in which the intelligible content actually shines out and which for the sake of
brevity is called the intelligible species. This real generation of one represen-
tation from another representation can be said to be accompanied by a kind of
metaphorical generation of one object from another object, namely of what is
intelligible fromwhat is imaginable. This is a reasonable account, for in being
represented the object has the kind of objective being that the corresponding
45 Cf. Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 47; Averroes (1953), p. 439.
46 Scotus argues extensively for the need of intelligible species inOrd. 1.3.3.1:Utrum in parte intellectiva
proprie sumpta sit memoria habens speciem intelligibilem priorem naturaliter actum intelligendi? (Ed. Vat. 3,
pp. 201–245). For a summary of this question see JohnDuns Scotus (2016), pp. 25–30, and the discussion
in Cross (2014), in particular Chapter 4: Abstractive Cognition (2): Intelligible Species.
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table 1 The process of intellection according to Scotus
Kind of
transformation
First action Second action
potentially
intelligible
actually intelligible
potentially understood
actually
understood
real,
of representations
corporeal:
phantasm
spiritual:
intelligible species
verbum
metaphorical,
of ‘object’ (= content)
object as
singular
object as
universal
intellection
representation has. So, after there has been a real transformation of the
representation,when the spiritual is born fromthe corporeal, that is,when the
universal representation is born from the singular representation, a similar
transformation of the object is thought to occur: from corporeal to spiritual,
or from singular to universal.
The second action is the one by which what is potentially understood
becomes actually understood; here, too, we have on the side of the objects a
metaphorical production corresponding to the real production on the side
of the items by which the objects are intended, because actual intellection
really follows after the intelligible species. And just as the first transfer from
potentiality to actuality the second transfer may also be said to occur through
the agent intellect: both on the side of the objects, where the transfer is
metaphorical, and on the side of the items in which the the objects shine
out, where the transfer is real. The account is metaphorical in the sense that
the intelligible species would be generated out of the phantasm by virtue
of the agent intellect and in this way what is actually intelligible would be
generated metaphorically fromwhat is potentially intelligible; secondly, the
actual intellection would be generated by virtue of the intelligible species,
and so, metaphorically speaking, a potentially understood object becomes
actually understood in the intellect.47
47 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 51: … posset dici quod intellectus agens habet duas actiones ordinatas. Prima est
the causes of intellection 145
In this description the crucial active factor is the agent intellect. Yet Scotus offers a
second description, according towhich the part of the soul that is active in intellection
is the possible intellect, while the agent intellect has only the task of abstracting the
object.48 The events themselves, however, are the same in bothmodels; the models
only differ in terms of the roles assigned to the agent and possible intellect. Thus we
arrive at the second of the three issues listed above: to find out whether the factor
in the intellective soul that actively contributes to an act of intellection is the agent
intellect or the possible intellect.49
Scotus considers a number of arguments,mainly based onpassages fromAristotle,
Augustine and Averroes, that are in favour of, respectively, the agent intellect and the
possible intellect. He uses all of his exegetic skills in order to reconcile the various
authorities as much as possible. Interesting as this aspect of Scotus’s reasoning may
be, I will not dwell on it and rather will concentrate upon the outcome. The view that
the agent intellect is the active factor leads to the followingmodel (as described in the
passage just quoted). The agent intellect abstracts from the phantasm the intelligible
species and delivers it to the possible intellect, which receives it as something that is
intelligible but not yet actually understood (it ismerely stored inmemory – long term
facere de potentia intelligibili actu intelligibile, vel de potentia universali actu universale. Secunda,
est facere de potentia intellecto actu intellectum. Primum intelligitur sic quod virtute intellectus
agentisdephantasmate inphantasia gignitur species intelligibilis in intellectu, vel aliqua ratio in qua
actu relucet intelligibile, quae breviter loquendo dicatur species intelligibilis; et istam gignitionem
realem repraesentativi de repraesentativo dicitur concomitari quaedamgignitiometaphorica obiecti
de obiecto, scilicet intelligibilis de imaginabili; quod ideo rationabiliter dicitur, quia tale esse
obiectivum habet obiectum in repraesentari, quale habet repraesentativum correspondens; et
ideo translatione reali facta in repraesentativo, quando de corporali gignitur spirituale, scilicet de
repraesentativo singulari gignitur repraesentativum universale, consimilis dicitur vel intelligitur
translatio in obiectis de corporali ad spirituale vel de singulari aduniversale. Secunda actio poneretur
per quam de potentia intellecto fieret actu intellectum; ubi similiter intelligitur factio metaphorica
ex parte obiectorum correspondens factioni reali ex parte eorum quibus tenditur in obiecta, quia
realiter speciem intelligibilem sequitur actualis intellectio; et sicut prima translatio de potentia
ad actum, sic etiam secunda diceretur fieri per intellectum agentem, tam ex parte obiectorum et hoc
metaphorice, quam ex parte illorum in quibus relucent obiecta et hoc realiter; pro tanto scilicet
quod virtute intellectus agentis de phantasmate gigneretur species intelligibilis, et sic metaphorice de
potentia intelligibili gigneretur actu intelligibile; et, secundo, virtute speciei intelligibilis gigneretur
actualis intellectio, et sic metaphorice loquendo in obiectis de potentia in intellecto fieret actu
intellectum (Ed. Alluntis, pp. 561–562).
48 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 54.
49 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 40: … videndum est an illud in parte intellectiva, quod est activum ad intellec-
tionem, sit intellectus agens vel possibilis (Ed. Alluntis, p. 557).
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memory, wemight say50). The agent intellect has the further task of transforming it
into something that is actually understood and delivering it to the possible intellect
(by retrieving it from memory – putting it into working memory, we might say),
which receives it and thus accomplishes an act of intellection. In thismodel all activity
is attributed to the agent intellect, with the possible intellect being passive andmerely
receptive. The possible intellect performs intellection basically by receiving the act of
intellection. In the secondmodel. the only contribution of the agent intellect is that
it abstracts the object (i.e. the content to be cognized) and delivers it to memory. The
possible intellect not only stores the representation of the actually intelligible object,
but also actively expresses it in actual knowledge.51
Now we are finally in the position to see how Scotus maps the Aristotelian
intellective powers, the agent and the possible intellect, onto the Augustinian powers
of memory and intelligence. According to the first model both the agent intellect
and the possible intellect pertain to memory. The agent intellect belongs to memory
on account of its second action only, which is to generate actual intellection, which,
according to Augustine, is a task of memory. As for the possible intellect insofar
as it receives and stores the intelligible species, it pertains to memory, but insofar
as it receives actual intellection, it corresponds to the Augustinian intelligence.52
According to the secondmodel, the agent intellect would not pertain to memory at
all. The possible intellect on the other handwould belong tomemory both on account
of the fact that it stores the representations of the objects of cognition and because
of the fact that it causes the generation of actual intellection. However, as receiving
intellection, the possible intellectwould still be intelligence, although Scotus does not
50 The relevantmemory isnot thememoryof the internal senses but thememorywhich (forAugustine)
is a power of the intellective soul.
51 Scotus,Quod. n. 54: Si vero teneretur alia via, scilicet quod illud animae quod est activum ad intel-
lectionem est intellectus possibilis, et quod intellectus agens habet tantum actionem abstrahendi
obiectum, […] Intellectus autem possibilis, secundum hoc, poneretur pertinere ad memoriam, non
tantum [tamen ed.] ut retinens omne repraesentativum obiecti actu intelligibilis; sed etiam ut
exprimens active notitiam actualem (Ed. Alluntis, pp. 364–365).
52 Scotus, Quod. 15, n. 52: Et secundum hoc, diceretur quod ad memoriam intellectivam pertinent
intellectus agens et possibilis. Agens […] quantum ad secundam actionem; quia cummemoriae
sit exprimere actualem notitiam vel intellectionem et intellectus agentis secunda actio sit agere
ad istam actionem, intellectus quantum ad secundam eius actionem includeretur in memoria.
Intellectus autem possibilis, quantum ad primam eius receptionem, qua scilicet recipit actu
intelligibile sibi praesens, dicitur memoria; et quantum ad secundam receptionem, scilicet actualis
intellectionis, dicitur intelligentia (Ed. Alluntis, p. 563)
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explicitly mention this again.53 Obviously, there is muchmore to say about Scotus’s
interpretation of the Aristotelian intellective soul and its relation to the Augustinian
mind, but for our present purpose the foregoing summarymay be sufficient.54
By way of conclusion wemay ask how Scotus himself stands with respect to the
two descriptions of the mechanism of intellection. In theOrdinatio account of the
co-causation theory, Scotus does not care to answer that question.55 InQuod. 15 his
answer is:
Briefly: if the distinction of powers did not hold, neither as an absolute
thing nor as a real relation, but rather that one and the same absolute entity,
somehowunlimited, is the immediate principle ofmany acts, andwith respect
to different acts is called a different power, then the first approach [namely,
that in the soul the agent intellect is the principle of intellection] seems to be
probable.56
The answer seems to be a bit hesitant in that it is conditional upon the identity view
concerning the soul and its powers. But we know fromChapter Two that Scotus holds
53 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 60: … hoc tenendum videtur quod illam distinctionem Augustini, XDe Trinitate
cap. 2, ‘memoria, intelligentia et voluntas’, comparando ad illam Aristotelis in intellectum agentem
et possibilem, sic sibi invicem correspondent, quod solus possibilis est intelligentia, quia solus
recipit actum intelligendi; et sic etiam communiter Aristoteles loquitur de intellectu, ut est quo
intelligimus sive quo recipimus intellectionem.Etiampossibilis pertinet admemoriam, inquantum
memoriae est recipere notitiam habitualem, secundum illud XV De Trinitate 10: ‘Scientia, quam
memoria tenemus’; et sic loquitur Aristoteles quandoque de intellectu possibili, ut est quo scimus
sive ut est quo habemus scientiam, per quam reducitur de potentia essentiali ad accidentalem (Ed.
Alluntis, pp. 567–568).
54 For a start see the extensive discussion of the way Scotus incorporates the Augustinian picture
of the intellective soul in his own conceptualization in Pizzo (1998); onQuod. 15 in particular, see
pp. 168–172.
55 Scotus,Ord. 1.3, n. 563: dico quod duplex est actus intellectus respectu obiectorum quae non sunt
praesentia in se, qualia sunt illa quaemodo naturaliter intelligimus: primus actus est species, qua
obiectum est praesens ut obiectum actu intelligibile, secundus actus est ipsa intellectio actualis
[…] Ad primum autem actum agit intellectus agens cum phantasmate, et ibi intellectus agens est
principalior causa quamphantasma, et ambo integrant unam totalem causamrespectu speciei intel-
ligibilis. Ad secundum actum agit pars intellectiva (sive intellectus agens sive possibilis, non curomodo) et
species intelligibilis sicut duae partiales causae. (Ed. Vat. 3, p. 335; cf. the editorial notes at this pasage).
56 Scotus,Quod. 15, n. 63: Breviter, si non teneretur distinctio potentiarum, nec re absoluta nec relatione
reali, sed tantum quod idem absolutum, quodammodo illimitatum, est principium immediatum
multorum actuum et sic respectu alterius dicetur alia et alia potentia, tunc prima via probabilis
videtur. (Ed. Alluntis, p. 569).
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that the soul and its powers are completely the same, so wemay safely assume that he
in fact also endorses the first model with respect to the causes of intellection. Anyway,
for the remainder of this chapter it is relevant to note that Scotus’s co-causation
model can be considered under the aspect of the partial causality of the object or its
representation, the partial causality of the agent intellect (assuming Scotus’s first
model) or the partial causality of the possible intellect (assuming Scotus’s second
model). As we will now see, Vargas opposes each of these aspects as defended by Scotus
and (some of) his followers.
4. Vargas’s Criticism of Partial Causality Theories
Vargas argues extensively against the partial causality model, but he does not directly
address the relevant texts in which it is expounded by Scotus himself (inOrdinatio 1.3
or inQuodlibet 15), or by his followers. He only discusses Scotus’s arguments (as given
inOrdinatio 1.3!) for showing that the principle that one and the same thing cannot
act upon itself does not apply in the case of intellection. As for Scotus’s followers,
Vargas only quotes and refutes some arguments of Landulph Caracciolo and Francis
of Meyronnes purportedly proving that the object is a partial cause of intellection
and that the other partial cause is the agent intellect.
The first claimmade by Vargas in the SENT is that the object is neither the total
nor a partial cause of intellection. Having defended this claim, Vargas considers
some arguments to the contrary which are taken almost verbatim from Landulph
Caracciolo.57 He notes that they are based on principles of Scotus, whom he identifies
as the author of the view that the object is a partial cause in intellection.58
57 Landulph Caracciolo (1351) was a Franciscan theologian who lectured at Paris (1318/19) just after Peter
Auriol and before Francis of Meyronnes.
58 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2: ‘Ex fundamentis igitur Scoti, cuius est secundus modus dicendi, quidam doctor
{Landulphus, in 1, d. 4, q. 1, a.2 inser} arguit primo sic’ (32266–68). The secundus modus dicendi is about
the partial causality of the object, the total causality is the subject matter of the primus modus. I
gratefully acknowledge Chris Schabel’s help here: he checked Landulph’s three arguments ‘in the
best manuscript’ and found Vargas’s citations quite accurate. I will present Landulph’s arguments
as Vargas has them.
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Landulph Caracciolo on the Role of the Object
According to Landulph, the actual occurrence of intellection is due to the object,
because the latter in effect gives the intellection the specific being by which it is
formally distinct from other acts of intellection (cf. the generally held axiom that acts
are distinguished on account of distinct objects, discussed inChapter Four). Therefore,
the object is an effective cause of intellection.59 – Vargas disputes the proposition that
acts of thinking become formally distinct according to their objects.60 He claims that
this conclusion neglects the possibility of other causes for becoming distinct. Rather
than pursue the matter further, instead Vargas concedes that acts are distinguished
on account of objects, because the intellect causes different acts for different objects.
Nevertheless, he adds, the object is not required as an active factor, but only as the
subjectmatter of the act (materia circa quam).61 This is basically the answer he also gave
in the QDA62 and it will return at several other points in the discussion (below).
Landulph further argues that perfect happiness is impossible without the appro-
priate object. Any act gets both its existence and its degree of perfection from one
and the same cause, in the case of intellection, the object. The act of happiness is the
most perfect act, because it involves the most perfect object, which, in the Chris-
tianized understanding of beatitude as the ultimate form of happiness, is God.63 It
59 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2: A quocumque habet aliquid effective unde formaliter distinguatur, illud est eius
esse activum; sed hoc habet actus intelligendi ab obiecto; ergo. Maior patet, quia causa dans esse
dat specificum esse per quod unumquodque ab alio distinguitur. Minor probatur, quia distinctio
obiectorum videtur causare distinctionem actuum. (col. 32266).
60 In his reply Vargas (or his editor) calls the arguments taken from Landulph ‘arguments of Scotus’
(col. 32351). but I have been unable to locate them in Scotus’s writings. In his commentary on Scotus
Ord. 1.3 Lychetus feels compelled to deal with them, calling them argumentaDoctoris, ‘the Doctor’
being his usual way of referring to Scotus (cf. Vivès 9, p. 392a). If they are not found verbatim in
Scotus’s Ord. 1.3, they certainly are ad mentem Scoti. Note that Vargas himself does quote directly
fromOrd. 1.3 when dealing with other objections to his claim that the possible intellect does not
cause intellection (see below).
61 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 271: Ad formam igitur rationis: nego minorem; nec probatio valet, quia
non sequitur: actus distinguuntur per obiecta, igitur ab obiectis habent aliquid ut formaliter
distinguantur; sicut non sequitur: actus distinguuntur per suas proprias rationes formaliter, igitur
ab eis habent aliquid effective unde formaliter distinguantur; immo sic arguendo commititur
fallatia consequentis, quia procedit a pluribus causis veritatis ad unam; concedo igitur quod actus
distinguuntur per obiecta, quia circa aliud et aliud obiectum intellectus causat alium et alium
actum; nec adhuc requiritur obiectum sicut activum, sed solum sicutmateria circa quam (col. 32359).
62 Vargas,QDA 3.2 n. 160, 204, 205 and 207, see Appendix 1.
63 Cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 1177a12–17.
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is therefore impossible that the object not be an (or the) efficient cause of the act of
understanding. Implicit here is the assumption that the object must be cognized,
if it is to ensure happiness.64 – In his reply, Vargas distinguishes between a strict
and a broad interpretation of the premise that an act’s perfection is due to its cause,
arguing that neither sense supports the conclusion that the object is the efficient
cause of intellection. Taken broadly, ‘cause’ can be of any kind, and therefore does
not specifically apply to efficient causation. When ‘cause’ is taken strictly, as efficient
cause, the premise is not true, since, for any composite entity, beingmore perfect or
less perfect than something else is due to that entity’s own being or form; but the
form is not the efficient cause of that of which it is the form.65 Vargas does not explain
in what sense an act of intellection is a compound entity. He may have had in mind
the actual presence in the intellect of the form carrying the likeness of the object (as
assumed in the theory of intellection proposed by Thomas Aquinas).
Another argument of Landulph’s comes down to the observation that if the
object does not co-operate in acts of understanding, the human intellect would be
unlimited, which, as we know, it is not. The intellect ‘contains an unlimited number
of specifically different acts’. It is a cause that virtually contains all its effects. It can
think of an unlimited or indeterminate number of different things. It can even have
an act with respect to an infinite being. All this means that the intellect or its act
will be unlimited, unless the object co-operates and thus in fact limits the act of
thinking.66 – Vargas points out that a cause can have an infinite number of acts in two
64 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 264: Praeterea. Nihil est perfectius penes illud quod non est causa sui, cum
ab eodem aliquid sit et perfectum sit; sed penes perfectiora obiecta sunt actus perfectiores, quia
Philosophus, 3 Ethicorum, ponit actum felicitatis esse perfectissimum, quia est de perfectissimo
obiecto; igitur impossibile est quin obiectum sit causa actus (col. 32322). Cf. Scotus,Ord. 1.3 n. 491 (Ed.
Vat. 3, p. 290).
65 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 272: Ad secundum. Vel intelligit in maiori quod nihil est perfectius penes quod
non est causa sui effectiva, vel intelligit quod nihil est perfectius penes illud quod non est causa
sui in aliquo genere causae. Si secundomodo, non est ad propositum, quia ex hoc non sequeretur
quod obiectum esset causa effectiva actus intelligendi; si primomodo, propositio non est vera, quia
quaelibet res composita est nobilior alia per suam formam, et universaliter quaelibet res per suam
propriam entitatem est nobilior et perfectior alia, vel imperfectior, et tamen constat quod nulla res
est causa effectiva sui ipsius, nec aliqua forma est causa effectiva eius cuius est forma; igitur ratio
nulla (col. 3241).
66 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 265: Praeterea. Causa potens habere actus infinitos specie differentes est infinita
nisi concurrat cum ea aliud agens; sed intellectus potest habere infinitos actus specie distinctos; ergo
erit infinitus si non concurrat cum eo obiectum ad causandum. Maior patet, quia causa praehabet
omnes effectus, maxime quando est causa equivoca cui non acquiritur potentia causandi eo quod
causat; igitur si praehabeat infinitos effectus, erit infinita. Minor probatur: quia circa infinitum ens
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ways. In the first way, it has them of itself together and at once (simul et pro simul), i.e. it
not only contains virtually an infinite collection of acts (in the way any cause virtually
contains all of its effects at once), but it can also of itself actually be engaged in all of
them at once; this applies to God, who is intensively infinite. In the second way, the
cause virtually contains an infinite number of acts, but it cannot actually of itself
have them in one act at once. To illustrate the second case Vargas points to the sun: if
it had beenmade from eternity, it would have been capable of producing an infinite
number of effects, and so it would have them together, although not at once, and it
would not be infinite. He then concludes that the situation is similar in the case at
hand: clearly, our intellect cannot of itself have an infinite number of acts together
and at once, that is, it cannot in one single act be involved with an infinite number of
objects. This, Vargas feels, makes the argument useless.67 Crucial here seems to be the
qualifier ‘of itself ’: the intellect is limited of itself , not on account of its objects, so for
Vargas there is no need to assign any causative (limiting) role to objects.
Scotus and Caracciolo on the Role of the Possible Intellect
In relation to his claim that the possible intellect cannot be the total or a partial cause
of intellection Vargas considers first a fundamental metaphysical principle implying
severe general constraints for the activity of the intellect; then he addresses some
arguments specifically concerned with the substance of his claim that the possible
intellect does not in any way have a causal role in intellection.
The metaphysical principle says that one and the same thing cannot act upon
itself, because then it would be in act and in potentiality at the same time, and would
be related to itself in a real relation of opposition. For Godfrey of Fontaines, this
principle is decisive in proving that the intellect cannot itself cause its own act of
thinking. Vargas briefly discusses the principle in theQDA, rephrasing it in a way
that would make it more or less compatible with the intellect somehow causing its
potest habere intellectus suum actum; igitur, nisi concurrat obiectum, erit infinitum (col. 32212). Cf.
Scotus, Ord. 1.3 n. 492 (Ed. Vat. 3, p. 290).
67 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 274: Ad rationem igitur dico quod causa potens habere infinitos actus simul et
pro simul quantum est ex se est infinita intensive; non tamen causa potens habere infinitos actus
simul sed non pro simul; quia si sol effectus esset ab eterno posset producere successive effectus
infinitos, et per consequens simul contineret eos, licet non pro simul, et tamen propter hoc non
esset infinitus; sic est in proposito, quia intellectus non potest habere infinitos actus simul et pro
simul, ut patet, et ideo ratio nulla (col. 32430).
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own act, but he did not treat the matter in detail.68 In the SENT however, Vargas
wants to prove rigorously that the possible intellect has no causal role in intellection;
to that end he needs the absolute validity of the principle, which, as it happens,
is not accepted by everyone. Scotus, in particular, offers a general discussion of the
principle in oneof hisQuestions onAristotle’sMetaphysics69 andamore specific discussion
applied to the case of intellection in his Ordinatio, when he deals with Godfrey of
Fontaines’s theory of intellection.70 He argues that there are cases, including that
of intellection, where something can act upon itself without bringing along the
unwanted consequences. Vargas does not agree and sets out to safeguard the principle
against Scotus’s objections.
Vargas focuses his attention on Scotus’s Ordinatio account, parts of which he
quotes fairly literally. Scotus starts his discussion by distinguishing between univocal
and equivocal agents. An agent or cause is called univocal if the effect has the same
nature or form as the agent, e.g. in the case of a fire causing a fire or a man producing
offspring; it is equivocal if the nature of cause and effect are different, as when a man
produces a statue. Scotus then claims that the principle that no thing can act upon
itself holds only for univocal agents, not for equivocal agents, where one and the same
thing can very well act upon itself. Vargas does not mention the distinction between
univocal and equivocal agents; instead he begins with Scotuss claim that one and
the same thing can very well be in a state of virtual actuality and formal potentiality
with respect to the same term, in which case it is not in act and in potency in the
same way. For Scotus, being ‘formally in act’ means actually executing a certain act,
being ‘formally in potency’ means having the capacity to execute an act, and being
‘virtually in act’ means having the power to activate the relevant capacity.71 Applied
to intellection: the possible intellect can be in act virtually and in potency formally,
that is, it has the capacity for acts of intellection and also the power to activate that
capacity; so it can formally bring itself to activity without contradiction.72
68 Cf. Vargas,QDA 2.5.1:Utrum unum et idem respectu eiusdem possit esse activum et passivum (p. 49a).
69 Scotus,QMet. 9.14:Utrum aliquid possit moveri a se ipso (OPhil. 4, pp. 625–674)
70 Scotus,Ord. 1.3 nn. 512–527 (Vat. 3, pp. 303–314).
71 Cf. Cross 2015, p. 144.
72 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 223: Sed ad istas rationes quidam doctor {Scotus in primo, di. 3 pte 3 q. 2 ar. ult.}
respondet. Ad primam: quod non est aliquod inconveniens quod unum et idem respectu eiusdem
sit in actu virtuali et in potentia formali, quia non in eodemmodo est in actu et in potentia; et ideo
quod idem sit virtualiter tale in actu et formaliter tale in potentia, nulla est contradictio; poterit
igitur intellectus possibilis esse in actu virtuali et in potentia formali, et per consequens se reducere
ad actum formalem sine contradictione (col. 31740). Cf. Scotus,Ord. 1.3 n. 513 (Vat. 3, 303–304).
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According to Scotus it is possible for there to be a real relation of opposition in
one and the same thing; the general notion of ‘relation’ does not say anything about
the kind of incompatibility obtaining in one and the same thing. There are indeed
relations that are incompatible in the same nature; the relation of ‘cause and effect’,
for example, cannot occur in the same nature or subject (suppositum), because then
the same would depend on itself without being itself divided. But the more general
relation of ‘producer and product’ is not incompatible in the same nature, although
it is so in the same subject. For example, the divine nature is communicated to the
three Persons without being divided. The less general relation of ‘mover andmoved’
is not incompatible in the same nature, nor in the same subject, for we do not have
here the essential dependency found in the relation between a cause and what is
caused; nor do we see here that the same exists before it exists, as would be the case
for the relation between producer and product; here we the same thing only depends
on itself with respect to an accidental act it receives from itself.73 Such is the case
in the intellect, which is a finite nature, in contrast to the divine nature. Precisely
because the divine nature is absolutely unlimited, the relations between producer
and product can be simultaneously predicated of that nature. But the human intellect
is a ‘somehow unlimited’ nature, allowing the relations betweenmover andmoved
to be founded in it. A ‘somehow unlimited nature’ is a finite being that is not limited
to the level of perfection it has at anymoment in time, since it has the active power
to successively cause additional perfections. The intellect is unlimited in that sense.
It is in a state of formal potentiality to acts of intellection; it is capable of receiving
the perfection consisting in (an indefinite number of) such acts. At the same time,
73 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 224: Ad secundam dicit quod aliquae relationes oppositae sunt incompossibiles
in eadem natura, aliquae in eodem supposito, aliquae nec in eodem supposito nec eadem natura.
Unde ex ratione relationum in communi non potest concludi repugnantia earum in eodem.
Exemplum primi: causa et causatum in eadem natura et in eodem supposito repugnant, aliter
idem dependeret a seipso sine sui divisione. Exemplum secundi: producens et productum non
repugnant in eadem natura ubi natura potest communicari sine sui divisione, sicut patet in natura
divina; repugnat tamen in eodem supposito. Exemplum tertii: movens et motum nec in eadem
natura nec in eodem supposito repugnant, quia hic non ponitur dependentia essentialis qualem
ponunt relationes causae et causati; nec ponitur ibi quod idem sit antequam sit, quod videtur
ponere relatio producentis et producti; sed tantum ponitur hic quod idem dependeat a se quantum
ad actum accidentalem quem recipit ab eo. Incompossibilitatem igitur aliquarum relationum
oportet reducere ad aliquam incompossibilitatem priorem, et ubi illa prior non invenitur, nec
ista concludetur ibi. Et sic est in proposito (col. 31749). Cf. Scotus, Ord. 1.3 n. 519 (Vat. 3, 308–
309).
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it is in a state of virtual actuality, since it can cause those acts itself. Thus it can move
itself and is ‘to some extent’ unlimited. The opposite relations of ‘mover’ and ‘moved’
are mutually compatible in it.74
Vargas is not satisfied by Scotus’s reasoning andhe offers an extensive rebuttal.His
strongestmotive for rejecting Scotus’s solution is based on an argument of Augustine,
who reasons that it is impossible for any thing to (in)form itself; for if a thing has a
certain form, there is no need for it to get what it has, and if it does not have a form,
it cannot get from itself what it does not have. According to Vargas this argument
definitely rules out that the possible intellect is a partial or the total effective cause of
intellection, for, if so, it could form itself, and cause in itself a form it does not have –
something Augustine is expressly against.75
Vargas seems to be aware that simply referring to an authority is not enough, so he
continues his attack by pointing out a crucial flaw in Scotus’s reasoning. Scotus claims
that the relations of mover andmoved can be present in a nature that is ‘somehow
unlimited’; but the nature of the possible intellect is definitely not ‘unlimited in
some way’, since every created intellect is absolutely finite and in no way infinite.
So for Vargas the whole argument falls down.76 Vargas concludes his reply to Scotus
by offering twomore arguments, involving the authority of Aristotle and Averroes.
74 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 225: Et declarat ulterius ista responsio: quod sicut illae relationes producentis
et producti quae sunt repugnantes in eodem supposito possunt fundari in eadem natura illimitata,
sicut in essentia divina, ita illae relationesmoventis etmoti quaemultominoremhabent repugnan-
tiam, possunt fundari in eademnatura aliqualiter illimitata; quicquid autem est in potentia formali
ad aliquem actum, et cum hoc habet actualitatem virtualiter respectu illius, sicut est, cum idem
movet se, aliqualiter illimitatum, quia potentia non est tantum capax illius perfectionis, sed etiam
causans eam; igitur ibi propter aliqualem illimitationem bene compatiuntur se istae relationes
oppositae (col. 31769). Cf. Scotus,Ord. 1.3 n. 520 (Vat. 3, 309). See Effler (1962), p. 97.
75 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 228–229: Si aliqua una res possit esse in actu virtuali et in potentia formali
respectu eiusdem, aliqua res posset agere in seipsa formam quam non habet. Consequentia est
nota, et consequens est contra beatum Augustinum expresse 2 De Libero Arbitrio cap. 3 [= De Lib.
Arb. 2.17 (45)], ubi sic inquit: ‘Nulla res seipsam formare potest, quia nulla res potest dare sibi quod
non habet; et utique ut habeat formam, formatur aliquid; quapropter quaelibet res si quam habet
formam, non eius opus est accipere quod habet; si quam vero formam non habet, non potest a se
accipere quod non habet; nulla igitur res, ut dixi, formare se potest.’ Haec Augustinus. Et ista ratio
potissime movet me ad impugnandum solutionem istam et tenendum conclusionem principalem,
propter dicta beati Augustini; quia si intellectus possibilis esset totalis causa effectiva, vel partialis,
actus intelligendi, posset seipsum formare, et causare in seipso formam quam non habet, cuius
oppositum vult beatus Augustinus expresse (col. 31331).
76 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 231: Et ulterius illa solutio destruit seipsam, ut videtur. Dicit enim quod
omnis natura in qua fundantur relationes moventis et moti est aliqualiter illimitata; sed constat
quod natura intellectus possibilis non est illimitata aliquomodo, cum omnis intellectus creatus
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As Aristotle says inOn the Soul III, the only nature that the possible intellect has is
that on account of which it is called possible; so the possible intellect can never be
the total or a partial cause of intellection, because every agent acts according to its
being in act.77 And the Commentator has a similar argument: just as primematter
stands to form or sensible forms, so the possible intellect stands to intelligible forms;
but primematter, which is simply pure potentiality in the domain of beings, is not
the total or a partial effective cause of sensible forms; therefore the possible intellect,
being pure potentiality in the domain of intelligible things, is not a total or partial
efficient cause of the act of understanding.78
Having upheld, against Scotus, the impossibility of self-movement as the funda-
mental reason for his claim that the possible intellect cannot be the total or a partial
cause of intellection, Vargas proceeds by dispelling a number of specific objections
against this claim. His opponent now is Landulph of Caracciolo, who offers several
arguments in favour of at least the partial causality of the possible intellect. According
to Vargas, Caracciolo’s arguments based on the teachings of Scotus.79 Let us consider
the more important arguments.
According to Landulph, the possible intellect must be causally involved in
intellection, since intellection is a vital act (that is, the act of a living being) and
as such cannot be completely determined by a non-vital cause, which is of a lower
sit simpliciter finitus et nullo modo infinitus; igitur in intellectu possibili relationes huiusmodi
fundari non possunt, quod est propositum; ergo, etc (col. 31853).
77 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 233: Illud quod solum est pura potentia in genere intelligibilium non est
totaliter causa effectiva, nec partialiter, actus intelligendi; intellectus possibilis est huiusmodi; ergo.
Maior patet, quia omne agens agit secundum quod est in actu; illud ergo quod est pura potentia in
aliquo genere per exclusionem omnis actualitatis nullam activitatem habet in illo genere. Minor
est Aristotelis, 3 De Anima, dicens quod intellectus possibilis non habet aliam naturam nisi quia
possibilis vocatus est; ergo, etc. (col. 31866)
78 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 234: Secundo sic. Secundum Commentatorem, 3 De Anima commento 5:
sicut se habet materia prima ad formam vel formas sensibiles, sic intellectus possibilis ad formas
intelligibiles; sedmateria prima, quia est pura potentia simpliciter in genere entium, non est totalis
causa effectiva, nec partialis, alicuius formae sensibilis; igitur intellectus possibilis, quia est pura
potentia in genere intelligibilium, non est totalis causa effectiva nec partialis actus intelligendi
(col. 3195)
79 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 281: Contra tertiam conclusionem sunt etiam duomodi dicendi. Quorum unus
ponit quod intellectus possibilis est totalis causa effectiva actus intelligendi; alter vero quod sit
eius causa partialis licet non totalis. Verum quia quilibet eorum est contra conclusionem quam
teneo, non curomotiva eorumdisiunctim adducere. Contra ergo conclusiones arguit quidamdoctor
Landulphus, ubi supra, ex fundamentis Scoti, cuius est secundus modus dicendi (col. 32514).
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perfection.80 – Vargas quickly dismisses this argument; intellectionmust have a vital
cause, but this cause can be the agent intellect, which is as vital as the possible
intellect.81
Next, intellection is an immanent operation, so it resides in what causes it; but it
remains in the possible intellect; therefore, the possible intellect must be its cause.82 –
Referring to a distinction introduced in theQDA in response to a similar argument,83
Vargas points out that, indeed, every immanent act remains in the agent, but an
agent has two aspects: it is a principle that produces the act, and it has a principle
by which the act is produced; an immanent act remains in the former, not in the
latter. Intellection remains in the soul, which is its efficient cause; the soul is the
principle that produces intellection, but intellection is produced by means of the
agent intellect, which is the principle by which intellection is produced; the possible
intellect is what receives the act.84
Landulph offers a straightforward argument that prompts a rather laboured
response from Vargas. The possible intellect is of itself optimally disposed to acts
of intellection; a habit that resides in the possible intellect is by its very nature a
disposition to act and to ensure that the activity of its owner runs smoothly; therefore
the possible intellect must be active in some way.85 – Vargas admits that a habit is the
80 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 282: Actus vitalis non debet esse totaliter a causa non vitali cum sit imperfectior
eo; sed actus intellectus est actus vitalis; igitur oportet quod habet causam vitalem, scilicet
intellectum possibilem (col. 32522). Cf. Scotus,Ord. 1.3 n. 409 & 509.
81 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 289: Concedo quod actus intelligendi habet causam vitalem; sed non sequitur:
habet causam vitalem, igitur intellectum possibilem. Quia intellectus agens qui ponitur eius causa
totalis, est vitalis nonminus quam possibilis (col. 32552).
82 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 283: Omnis operatio intra manens manet in agente ut agens est, cum sit
perfectio eius, ut patet per Philosophum 9Metaphysicae; sed intelligere est operatio intra manens,
ut patet ibidem; ergo manet in agente ut agens est; sed manet in intellectu possibili; igitur est ab eo
active (col. 32525).
83 Vargas,QDA 3.2, f. 87b, discussed above.
84 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 290: Distinguo de agente ‘quo’ et ‘quod’, sicut est aliqualiter tactum supra; et
concedo quod omnis operatio intra manens manet in agente quod, non autem in agente quo sive
in ratione agendi; […] et sic est in proposito, quia intellectio manet in anima et est effective ab ea
tamquam a principio quod; et intellectus agens est ei ratio agendi, possibilis vero ratio recipiendi
(col. 32557).
85 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 285–286: Habitus ponitur in intellectu possibili non solum ad patiendum, quia
de se summe est dispositus respectu actus; igitur ponitur in eo ad agendum. Et confirmatur ista
ratio. Quia condicio agendi non ponitur in passo; hoc patet, quia perfectio agentis non est dispositio
passi; sed habitus ponitur in intellectu possibili, et habitus est dispositio agentis; tum quia habitus
est quod habentem perficit et opus eius bonum reddit, ut dicitur 2 Ethicorum; tum quia habitui
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basis for acting or a condition for the agent; not, though, for the possible intellect,
which is pure potentiality in the domain of intelligible items, but for a spiritual
substance, such as the soul; bymeans of such a habit the soul can effortlessly cause its
action through the agent, which is the ‘principle by which’ the act arises. In the case
at hand, a habit, as condition for acting, is posited in the possible intellect, because
the agent and possible intellect are immediately founded in the soul’s essence.86 But,
Vargas says, wemust not think that this habit is located in the possible intellect itself
and that it is through that habit that the agent intellect promptly and smoothly
proceeds to its act. Rather wemust think that the habit is located in the soul as such;
the soul receives it through the possible intellect on account of being a recipient; and
then the soul can promptly and smoothly cause the act through the agent intellect
in its quality of actor and operative ‘principle by which’; in this way the habit is a
condition of acting, because it is a condition of the agent or of the causally operating
soul.87
Landulph has one more argument for the causal role of the possible intellect.
We can reflect upon an act, and this reflection is an act of an agent, namely the
possible intellect, which is a reflective power; in reflection, the possible intellect does
indeed cause an intellection (of its own intellective act).88 – Vargas acknowledges that
reflection is done by an agent, but he points out that the agent in question is the soul,
which can reflect on its act by means of the possible intellect as the principle (ratione)
of receiving and the agent intellect as the principle of acting; speaking properly,
attribuitur prompte et delectabiliter [declarabitur! ed] operari; ergo intellectus possibilis non erit
mere passivus, et per consequens erit aliquomodo activus (col. 32534).
86 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2n. 292–293:… concedoquodhabitus intelligibilis aliquomodoponitur adagendum,
et est ratio agendi; non quidem intellectui possibili, cum sit pura potentia in genere intelligibilium,
sed angelo vel animae, quae, mediante tali habitu, per intellectum agentem tamquam per rationem
agendi et principium actionis quo, prompte et delectabiliter causat actum. […] ubi agens supposito
et subiecto non distinguitur a passo, condicio agentis potest poni in passo; et sic est in proposito,
quia intellectus agens et possibilis fundantur immediate in essentia angeli vel animae (col. 3267).
87 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 294: Et ulterius non est imaginandum quod habitus ponatur in intellectu
possibili, et quod intellectus agens per illum habitum prompte et delectabiliter exeat in actum;
sed imaginandum est quod habitus ponitur in angelo vel anima, et ⟨quod anima⟩ per intellectum
possibilem tamquam per rationem recipientis recipit ipsum; quo posito potest per intellectum
agentemtamquamper rationemagendi et principiumoperandi quoprompte et delectabiliter actum
causare; et sic habitus est condicio agendi, quia condicio agentis vel animae causantis (col. 32623).
88 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 287: Reflexio super actum est actus operantis; sed ista reflexio convenit
intellectui possibili, qui est potentia reflexiva; igitur intellectus possibilis reflectendo se causat
intellectionem (col. 32544).
158 chapter 6
however, the possible intellect itself is not what does the reflecting; rather it is that
by which the soul reflects on the act, not as the principle of acting but merely as the
principle of receiving the reflection.89
‘Francis ofMeyronnes’ on the Partial Causality of the Object and the Agent Intellect
Having argued that neither the object nor the possible intellect can be the total or a
partial cause of intellection, Vargas only has to deal with possible objections to his
own claim that the agent intellect is the total cause. It turns out, however, that Vargas
does not discuss objections specifically and exclusively directed against his thesis, but
rather arguments for some other, unspecified opinion; these arguments appear to
support the view that intellection is caused by both the object and the agent intellect,
which is essentially the view of Scotus and his followers.
Vargas attributes the arguments he is going to refute to ‘a certain doctor’, who
according to the edition is Francis of Meyronnes, and who in Vargas’s eyes is certainly
a follower of Scotus.90 The edition also gives a reference to Meyronnes’s Sentences
commentary,91 which cannot be the Conflatus-version, since there is no trace of the
objections at the location indicated by Vargas. In the ConflatusMeyronnes does indeed
have a questionUtrum actus cognoscendi causetur totaliter a potentia intellectiva, where
he argues that neither the intellective power nor the object is the total cause of
intellection, but that object and intellect together, as two partial causes, cause the act
of understanding, and that the intellect is the more important cause (thus faithfully
reflecting the opinion of Scotus).92 Vargas appears to have used the Reportatio (or
Summa Simplicitas) version of Meyronnes’s Sentences commentary, which in distinction
3 of book One has the same question as the Conflatus and therefore could have been
Vargas’s source in this case too.
89 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 295: Concedo quod reflexio super actum est actus operantis, quia est actus angeli
vel animae, qui, mediantibus intellectu possibili tamquam ratione recipiendi et intellectu agente
tamquam ratione agendi, reflecti possunt super actum; sed ad hoc non oportet quod intellectus
possibilis causet actum, quia proprie loquendo non reflectit se super actum, sed est illud quo angelus
vel anima reflectunt super ipsum; non quidem tamquam per rationem agendi, sed tamquam per
rationem recipiendi precise (col. 32632).
90 Francis of Meyronnes (ca. 1288–1328) was a Franciscan theologian; he studied in Paris with John
Duns Scotus an lectured there on the Sentences in 1320/21. Cf. Kürzinger (1930), pp. 61–62.
91 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2: Franciscus deMaronis, ordinis minorum, in 1, d. 3, q. 4, ar. 1 (col. 32646)
92 Francis of Meyronnes, Conflatus 1.3.7 (Ed. 1520, f. 26rb–26va).
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The first argument disputed by Vargas rests on an Aristotelian premise93 which
is frequently invoked by Scotus too, in fact also in an argument very similar to the
one reported by Vargas.94 Suppose a certain effect depends exclusively on an active
factor and a passive factor; now, when these factors are each complete and sufficiently
near to each other and not obstructed, then the effect can follow in the case of free
causes, and itmust follow in the case of natural causes. On the basis of this premise
(and assuming that the causes are natural indeed) Vargas’s opponent argues that the
agent intellect alone cannot be the total cause of intellection. For if the agent intellect
were the total active cause, then, given that the possible intellect is the total receptive
cause, acts of intellection could occur in the absence of an object (either in itself or in
a species), which is contrary to experience.95 – Vargas accepts the premise only when
the passive factor is complete indeed. He points out (again) that a passive factor is
a kind of material cause and can occur in several forms: as the matter in which (in
qua) something is effectuated, or as the matter fromwhich (de qua), or as the matter
about which (circa quam); only when all three varieties are present the premise is
valid. But, Vargas continues, when the passive cause is only the matter in which, but
not fromwhich and about which, then an effect need not follow. Now, the possible
intellect is the total passive or receptive element in the act of understanding, for it
is thematter in which, but not thematter fromwhich or about which (unless it is
thinking of itself). The agent intellect may well be the only cause of intellection; the
alleged consequence, namely that without an object (present in itself or in its species)
an act of thinking could be caused does not follow.96
93 Cf. Aristotle,Metaphysics 9, 1048a5
94 Cf. Scotus,Ord. 1.3 n. 523: … quia anima non semper est in actu respectu cuiuscumque intellectionis –
cum tamen ipsa sit receptiva cuiuscumque intellectionis, et ipsa sit sibi approximata et non
semper impeditur – concluditur ipsam non esse totalem causam activam, sed aliquid aliud; illud
‘aliud’ concluditur esse obiectum, quia eo praesente sequitur effectus, eo non praesente non
potest haberi. Concluditur ergo primo causalitas aliqualis in obiecto; nec totalis, quia obiectum
propter sui imperfectionem non potest habere in virtute sua totaliter intellectionem, propter suam
perfectionem, et ideo concluditur quod cum obiecto requiritur aliqua alia causa activa partialis, –
non autem aliqua alia ab intellectiva, quia ipsa concurrente cum obiecto est intellectio (Vat. 3,
pp. 311–312).
95 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 297: Primo sic. Posito totali activo et passivo, debite approximatis et non
impeditis, potest sequi effectus, si sit a causa libera, et necessario sequitur si sint agentia naturalia,
quocumque alio circumscripto, cum ab alio non dependeat talis effectus; sed intellectus possibilis
est totale receptivum [receptum ed] actus intelligendi; ergo, si intellectus agens est totale activum,
obiecto non presente nec in se, nec in specie, posset causari actus intelligendi, cuius oppositum
experimur (col. 32647).
96 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 301: {Ad rationes Francisci}. Ad primum istorum. Quia passivum reducitur ad
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A further objection also is somewhat indirect. The objectmust be a partial cause of
intellection, which discredits the total causality of the agent intellect. This conclusion
is established on the basis of a somewhat enigmatic analogy: just as (given the right
circumstances) ‘fire + water’ results in ‘water being hot’, so too ‘object + intellect’
results in ‘act of intellection’. Now, when we see that water becomes hot when it is
heated by a fire, we conclude that the fire is the cause of the heat, not just the water,
although the lattermust be in close contact with the heat. Likewise, when an object is
present to the intellect, an act of thinking is caused (unless the will prevents it), and
we conclude that the object is at least a partial cause of the act; consequently the agent
intellect is not the total cause. – Vargas’s reply suggests that he reads the analogy as
implying that fire and object have the same causal role, namely that of an efficient
cause, which he does not accept. He maintains that in the case at hand the object
belongs to the category of material causes; not that it is the cognition’s matter in
which or from which; it is the matter about which the act of thinking proceeds. Vargas’s
refutation includes an interesting remark on the epistemology of proving efficient
causality. He says: we do not establish that fire causes effectively the heat in the water,
but just this: that in close contact with fire and without any hindrance, such an effect
follows; but we do establish from this phenomenon that for the production of heat
fire is necessarily required in some category of causality; and when a cause can only
be understood as belonging to the category of efficient causes, we become convinced
that it is an effective cause; but it is not like that in the case at hand.97
The final objection seems to aim at proving that the objectmust be a partial cause
in intellection too, not just a necessary condition (causa sine qua non). The object would
genus causaematerialis, distinguo demateria. Quia quaedam est materia in qua, quaedam de qua,
et quaedam circa quam; et concedo quod posito totali activo et passivo, dum tamen [passivum] sit
materia non solum in qua, sed de qua, et circa quam, debite approximatis etc., potest sequi effectus;
posito tamen totali activo et passivo quod solum est materia in qua, non est tamen de qua nec circa
quam, non oportet quod sequatur effectus. […] Et tunc adminorem dico quod intellectus possibilis
est totale passivum vel receptivum actus intelligendi, quia est materia eius in qua, non tamen de
qua vel circa quam, nisi cum intelligit se; et ideo non sequitur quod circumscripto obiecto in se et
in sua specie possit causari actus intelligendi (col. 3274).
97 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 304: Ad tertium dico quod accipit causam diminute; non enim probamus quod
ignis causat calorem in aqua effective, sed hoc precise: quod, approximato igne, si non impediatur,
sequitur talis effectus; sed ex hoc probamus quod ad productionem caloris necessario requiritur
ignis in aliquo genere causae; et quod non potest reduci nisi ad genus cause efficientis, convincitur
quod sit causa eius effectiva. In proposito autem non est sic, quia obiectum reducitur ad genus
causae materialis; non quod sit materia cognitionis in qua vel de qua, sed circa quam, ut dictum est
supra (col. 32742).
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be a necessary condition if it does not have a causality of its own but still is required
as the end term of the act; if so, the agent intellect alone wouldmove the intellect.
Now, if the object were just a necessary condition in the presence of which the agent
intellect would effectively bring (moveat) the possible intellect to intellection, then
one could equally well claim that heat is a necessary condition, in the presence of
which air or some power in the air heats up itself, which is absurd.98 – Vargas agrees
that the object is not merely a necessary condition; it does indeed belong ‘to some
category of causes’, specifically: as a material cause, in the sense of the matter about
which.99
As the discussion so far makes clear, Vargas’s fundamental objection against the
Scotistic view that the object and the (agent) intellect concur as partial causes in
producing acts of intellection is the fact that it attributes to the object a kind of
efficient causality. Vargas does not deny that the object has a causal role.He steadfastly
denies that the object is an efficient cause and stresses that it can only be a material
cause. The efficient cause of intellection can only be the agent intellect.
5. Vargas’s View: The Agent Intellect as the Total Efficient Cause of Intellection
Vargas argues in the Sentences commentary that the agent intellect is the total efficient
cause of intellection, just like he did earlier in theQDA, and he follows the same line
that he used there against the thesis that the object is the cause of intellection. Before
making his arguments, Vargas reaffirms his Augustinian stance (‘I am led to this
conclusionmainly by what Augustine says’), referring again to some of his favorite
passages, which for him imply that, apart from the possible intellect that receives the
act of thinking, there is in the soul a factor that is active with respect to that act, and
this factor can only be the agent intellect.100
The appeal to the authority of Augustine is followed by several arguments that are
essentially the same as the ones inQDA. The first argumentmakes use of Aristotle’s
well-known assertion that, just as it is the function of the possible intellect to become
98 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 300: Praeterea. Si obiectum ponatur tantum causa sine qua non, ad cuius
presentiam potentia moveat seipsam, vel intellectus agens moveat possibilem effective, ita poterit
dici quod calor est causa sine qua non, ad cuius presentiam aer vel aliqua [aqua ed] virtus in aere
calefacit seipsum, quod est inconveniens (col. 32667).
99 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 305: Per idem patet quid sit dicendum ad quartum, quia obiectum non est
tantum causa sine qua non, sed vere reducitur ad aliquod genus causae (col. 32752).
100 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 236 (Cf. Appendix 2)
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everything, so it is the function of the agent intellect to make everything. This means
that activity of the agent intellect and the passivity of the possible intellect are geared
to each other and that the operations of both principles are complementary. Now,
since the possible intellect relates passively to any natural act of understanding and
is the total receptive cause of the latter, the agent intellect must relate actively to the
act and be its total effective cause.101
Moreover, every immanent act has its active principle as its subject or something
that belongs to the immediate subject of the active principle; thinking is an immanent
act that is received in the possible intellect as its subject; so it must be produced by
the possible intellect or by something else that has the latter as its immediate subject;
the only possible candidate here is the agent intellect.102
The final argument in QDA concludes that only the agent intellect can be the
total cause.103 Because the agent intellect is by its nature ‘what makes everything
intelligible’ and because intellection is an immanent act, the agent intellect must
definitely be involved in intellection; in fact it is the only cause of intellection, because
there are only two or three factors that in theory could co-operate with the agent
intellect, namely the object or its species, and the possible intellect, but their partial
causality was shown to be impossible in the arguments for the two negative claims
(‘The object is neither the total nor a partial cause of intellection’, and ‘The possible
intellect is neither the total nor a partial cause’).
6. Concluding Remarks
The argument just discussed has a parallel in theQDA, but the two versions differ
in two respects. First, as was noted above, in the SENT the list of possible causes of
intellection is more straightforward (‘object’, ‘possible intellect’ and ‘agent intellect’).
The second difference has to do with the substance of the argument. In the Sentences
version, Vargas simply concludes that the agent intellect alone must be the total
cause of intellection. In the QDA version he is more specific; the agent intellect’s
causality is the only factor in the soul that contains virtually every intellection or act
of understanding that the possible intellect can by its nature have. This conclusion
is again established by eliminating all other possibilities. That the agent intellect
101 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 237; cf.QDA 3.2.3 n. 187 (Cf. Appendix 2)
102 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 238;QDA 3.2.3 n. 188 (Cf. Appendix 2)
103 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2 n. 239;QDA 3.2.3 n. 189–190 (Cf. Appendix 2)
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virtually contains all knowledge and intellection is commonly held by all doctors,
says Vargas, and he adds that the presence of all intellections in the agent intellect
must be virtual, because it is not formal. This means that the agent intellect can
produce all kinds of intellection, although the latter are not in fact actually present in
it. The reason why Vargas in the Sentences version of the argument no longer appeals
to the agent intellect’s virtual containing all intellection may well be the fact that he
realizes that this virtual containing does not by itself prove that the agent intellect
is the exclusive cause of intellection; it is after all a feature of the agent intellect that
is compatible with the Scotistic co-causality model that Vargas does not want to
accept.
Apart from these differences (which are associated with one particular argument)
there is another difference between theQDA and the SENT, namely concerning the
position of the agent intellect in the soul. In the QDA, Vargas is at pains to show
that the agent intellect is a con-natural habit of the possible intellect. In SENT
1.3, Vargas certainly still holds that the agent intellect is ‘something of the soul’
and is really different from the possible intellect; he does not, however, talk of the
agent intellect as a con-natural habit that of itself perfects and informs the possible
intellect. Vargas acknowledges that a habit is the basis for acting or a condition
of the agent; not, though, of the possible intellect, which is pure potentiality in
the domain of intelligible items, but of a spiritual substance, such as the soul.
By means of such a habit, the soul can effortlessly cause its action through the
agent which is the ‘principle by which’ the act arises. In the case at hand, a habit,
as a condition for acting, is posited in the soul, because the agent and possible
intellect are immediately founded in the soul’s essence.104 So the view that the
agent intellect is a con-natural habit of the possible intellect is modified a bit: the
agent intellect is a habit of the soul itself, received in the possible intellect, where
it acts as the principium quo, a principle by which the soul can engage in acts of
intellection.
104 Vargas, SENT 1.3.2n. 292–293:… concedoquodhabitus intelligibilis aliquomodoponitur adagendum,
et est ratio agendi; non quidem intellectui possibili, cum sit pura potentia in genere intelligibilium,
sed angelo vel animae, quae, mediante tali habitu, per intellectum agentem tamquam per rationem
agendi et principium actionis quo, prompte et delectabiliter causat actum. […] condicio agentis non
ponitur in passo, ubi agens supposito et subiecto distinguitur a passo, quia tunc non esset perfectio
agentis; sed ubi agens subiecto et supposito non distinguitur a passo, condicio agentis potest poni
in passo; et sic est in proposito, quia intellectus agens et possibilis fundantur immediate in essentia
angeli vel animae (col. 32617).
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This change of perspective on the agent intellect’s position in the soul is not
radical; althoughnowprimarily belonging to the soul as its subject, the agent intellect
is still considered to be a habit and endowed with the power to initiate actions. More
importantly, the claim that the agent intellect is the sole efficient cause of intellections
remains the same in theQDA and the SENT. The discussion in the SENTmakes clear
that Vargas fiercely rejects the Scotistic view that the object and the (agent) intellect
concur as two partial efficient causes in producing acts of intellection. Vargas does
not deny that the object has a causal role, but steadfastly denies that the object is an
efficient cause, stressing that it can only be a material cause. The efficient cause of
intellection can only be the agent intellect.
To conclude this chapter, a few remarks are in order concerning the way Vargas’s
views compare to that of other scholars of his time. First, consider the difference
between Vargas and Scotus with respect to the way they attempt to integrate the
Augustinian and the Aristotelian pictures of the intellective soul. In his first model,
Scotus proposes that Augustinian memory includes both the possible intellect as
what stores species and the agent intellect as what generates acts of thinking, whereas
the possible intellect as what receives the acts is identified with the Augustinian
intellect. In his secondmodel, the agent intellect operates outside the Augustinian
triad: memory is identified just with the possible intellect as receiving and storing
species, and intelligence remains identified with the possible intellect as receiving
intellections. Scotus and Vargas readily find a place for Aristotle’s possible intellect in
the Augustinian triad, namely it is Augustine’s intelligence. With respect to the agent
intellect, however, theydiffer. Scotus either subsumes it, or rather oneof its operations,
under Augustinianmemory, or he puts it outside the triad, presumably as a fourth
power. Vargas retains it together with the possible intellect under Augustinian
intelligence, although he puts it outside the image of the Trinity. Another difference
between the two authors lies in their functional account of intellection. Scotus
analyzes the mechanism of intellection as proceeding in two steps at two levels.
Vargas takes a simpler, more conventional approach, according to which the agent
intellect produces and delivers an intelligible species to the possible intellect, causing
its being received by the latter.
Yet Vargas’s approach is made less conventional by his claim that the (agent)
intellect is the sole cause of intellection. What is conventional is the idea that the
agent intellect abstracts an intelligible species from the phantasm and impresses
it on the possible intellect. The intelligible species carries the likeness of the object
and by receiving the species the intellect receives the form of the cognized object.
This is basically the view of Thomas Aquinas, which was generally adopted by the
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Augustinians via their official teacher Giles of Rome. Appealing to Aristotle’s dictum
that understanding is a kind of suffering, Thomas holds that intellection is a matter
of the intellect’s receiving a form; in this respect the intellect is predominantly a
passive power. Vargas, however, staunchly defends the Augustinian view that only
the intellect itself is active in causing intellections. Now, this claimmay be at variance
with Thomas’s position, it is, however, in line with other opinions that were put
forward in Vargas’s time and strongly emphasized the activity of the intellect to the
extent that the intellect itself was considered to be the sole cause of intellection. For
example, Peter of John Olivi, Durand of Saint Pourçain and Peter Auriol all embraced
the Augustinian doctrine according to which the intellect is the sole cause of acts
of understanding.105 But these authors analyzed the process of intellection inmuch
more detail than Vargas did, and they rejected several fundamental elements of the
theory of intellection developed by Aquinas. But Vargas did not adopt these newer
theories. In contrast to Olivi, Durand and Auriol he held to intelligible species, and in
contrast to Durand, he held to the agent intellect. As a result Vargas’s position on the
causes of intellection is an idiosyncratic mixture of older and newer ideas.
105 See Pasnau (1997). On Olivi, see Tachau (1988), pp. 39–54; Perler (2004), pp. 109–137. On Auriol see
Tachau (1988), pp. 85–112; Friedman (2015), pp. 141–165. On Durand see Hartman (2012); Solère (2013),
pp. 185–248.
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Appendix 1
QDA 3.2.3
Ed. 1566: f. 87b
SENT. 1.3.2
Ed. 1490: cols. 32322–51
Arguments for the view that
the object alone is total cause of intellection
Objections against the view that
the object is not the total nor a partial cause:
[157] Est igitur unus modus dicendi, quod
talis [totalis C] causa effectiva actus intel-
ligendi est obiectum intelligibile, et non
intellectus, nec agens, nec possibilis, quod
potest probari ex dictis eorum tripliciter.
Primo sic. Illud quod est actu tale, qualis est
intellectus in potentia, et per consequens
reductivum eius de potentia ad actum, est
necessarium ut sit talis [est necessario
totalis C] causa effectiva actus intelligendi;
sed obiectum est huiusmodi; ergo.
Maior videtur nota, quia reducere aliud de
potentia ad actum videtur necessario quod
agit in illud.
Minor probatur, quia intellectus est in
potentia ad intelligendum, aliter numquam
posset intelligere; et obiectum de se est actu
intelligibile; ergo.
[266] Praeterea. Ad idem arguitur
communiter.
Primo sic. Illud quod est tale in actu qualis
intellectus est in potentia, et per consequens
reductivum ipsius de potentia ad actum,
est necessario totalis causa effectiva vel
partialis actus intelligendi; sed obiectum
naturaliter conceptibile est tale in actu
qualis intellectus est in potentia, et per
consequens; igitur, etc.
Maior patet, quia illud quod reducit aliquid
de potentia ad actum videtur necessario
quod agat in illud.
Probatur minor: quia intellectus est in
potentia ad intelligendum, aliter numquam
posset intelligere, et obiectum est de se actu
intelligibile; igitur, etc.
[158] Secundo. Illud quod necessario exigitur
ad intellectionem, et non sicut passivum,
neque sicut receptivum, illud requiritur
sicut activum; hoc patet, quia, non apparet
[267] Praeterea. Illud quod necessario
exigitur ad intellectionem, et non sicut
passivum nec sicut receptivum, illud
requiritur sicut activum. Hoc patet,
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QDA 3.2.3
Ed. 1566: f. 87b
SENT. 1.3.2
Ed. 1490: cols. 32322–51
alia ratio ad quid requiratur; sed obiectum
necessario requiritur ad intellectionem, et
non sicut passivum, quia intellectus non
agit in rem extra; nec sicut receptivum, quia
non recipit intellectionem, quod patet de se;
ergo.
quia non apparet alia ratio ad quam
requiratur; sed obiectum necessario exigitur
ad intellectionem, et non sicut passivum,
quia intellectus non agit in rem extra;
nec sicut receptivum, quia non recipit
intellectionem, ut patet; igitur, etc.
[159] Tertio. Illud quod comparatur ad
intellectionem sicut sensibile ad sensum est
totalis causa effectiva actus intelligendi;
hoc patet, quia secundum Philosophum,
secundo huius, sensibile est totalis causa
effectiva actus sentiendi. Probatur:
quia si sensus esset causa, tunc sensus
sentiret seipsum, sicut si combustibile
combureret, combureret se ipsum; sed
obiectum, secundum Aristotelem, tertio
huius, comparatur ad intellectum sicut
sensibile ad sensum; ergo.
[160] Et confirmatur, quia quodmovet
intellectum ad intelligendum videtur esse
totalis causa effectiva actus intelligendi; sed
obiectum, secundum Philosophum et
Commentatorem, movet intellectum ad
intelligendum.
[268] Praeterea. Omne recipiens aliquid
absolutum in se non nisi exsistente quodam
alio, se habet ad illud sicut recipiens ad
agens, aliter nesciremus quod ignis agit
calorem; sed intellectus possibilis non
recipit intellectionem ratione rei sensibilis
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nisi coexsistente eius similitudine per
sensus administrata et causata a sensibili
obiecto; intellectus igitur possibilis se habet
ad obiectum sensibile sicut recipiens ad
agens.
[269] Et confirmatur ista positio auctoritate
beati Augustini 9 De Trinitate, cap. ult. ubi
sic ait: liquide tenendum est quod omnis res
quam cognoscimus aggenerat in nobis
notitiam [notitia ed] sui; ab utroque enim
paritur notitia: videlicet a cognoscente et a
cognito; ergo, etc.
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Vargas’s replies Vargas’s replies
[204] Restat ergo respondere admotiva et
rationes aliarum positionum. Ad primum,
cum dicitur quod illud quod est tale in
actu quale intellectus est in potentia etc.
Dicendum quod ista propositio non est
simpliciter vera. Verum est enim quod
obiectum est aliquomodo tale in actu qualis
intellectus est in potentia; non tamen
sequitur propter hoc quod reducat eum de
potentia ad actum, quia obiectum non est
tale in actu virtualiter qualis est intellectus
in potentia formaliter; videmus enim quod
ignis est in potentia ad comburendum, et
combustibile est in actu quantum est de se
[275] Ad primum aliorum dico quod
maior non est totaliter vera. Quia licet
obiectum sit aliquomodo tale in actu
qualis intellectus est in potentia, non
tamen sequitur propter hoc quod sit
reductivum ipsius de potentia ad actum,
quia poterit reduci per [ad ed] aliquam
virtutem activam sui generis, puta per
intellectum agentem, ut patet ex quarta
conclusione; ignis enim est in potentia
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combustibile; tamen [combustibile] non
reducit ignis de potentia ad actum, nec
agit in ipsum, immo potius e converso.
Non obstante ergo actualitate obiecti,
reducitur intellectus possibilis de potentia
ad actum per intellectum agentem effective,
qui sufficienter continet [concurrit ad C]
intellectionem virtualiter.
Et ideo, si diceretur quod obiectum sibi
assimilat intellectum, dicendum quod non
effective, sed sicut materia circa quam.
ad comburendum, combustibile
est in actu quantum est de se
combustibile; non tamen reducit
ignem de potentia ad actum, sed
ignis per suum calorem est causa
combustionis.
[276] Et si dicatur quod obiectum assimilat
sibi intellectum, igitur reducit ipsum de
potentia ad actum: nego consequentiam,
quia non assimilat sibi intellectum
effective, sed sicut materia circa quam.
[205] Ad secundum dicendum quodmaior
non est vera; praeexigitur tamen sicut
materia circa quam, et quod non sit [et non
sicut C] passivum, nec receptivum; finis
praeexigitur necessario ad operationem; et
tamen non est sicut passivum, nec sicut
receptivum, sed sicut illud ad quod [omnia
add C] alia ordinantur; et ideo ista maior
non est sufficiens;
immo, si esset sufficiens, pari ratione
probaret quod intellectus agens sit totalis
causa effectiva actus intelligendi, quia
exigitur necessario ad intellectionem, et non
sicut passivum, nec receptivum; et ideo ratio
non concludit.
[277] Ad secundum: negomaiorem. Exigitur
enim obiectum solum sicut materia circa
quam, et non sicut passivum, nec sicut
receptivum; finis enim preexigitur
necessario in omni actione naturali, et non
sicut activum, nec sicut passivum, nec
sicut receptivum, sed sicut illud ad quod
alia ordinantur; illa igitur maior non est
sufficiens.
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[206] Ad tertium similiter est dicendum
quodmaior non est vera; nam sensibile
non est totalis causa effectiva actus
sentiendi; nec ista fuit intentio Philosophi.
Et cum dicitur quod Philosophus probat
quod sensus non causat sensationem:
dicendum quod verum est de sensu
passivo, non autem de sensu agente,
ut declaratum est supra; utrum autem
sensibile aliquomodo sit causa sensationis,
vel non, nihil est ad propositum; neque
illa similitudo Aristotelis in tertio
‘Sicut se habet sensibile ad sensum,
ita intelligibile ad intellectum’ currit
per omnemmodum, quia intellectus
est virtus omnino immaterialis, non
autem sensus; et ideo obiectummateriale
minus poterit agere in intellectum quam
in sensum.
[207] Ad confirmationem dicendum quod
‘obiectum conceptibile movere potentiam
ad intelligendum’ potest intelligi
dupliciter: unomodo effective, alio modo
excitative, sicut materia circa quam;
primomodo obiectum nonmovet
potentiam, sed intellectus agens; alio
modo benemovet: excitative enimmovet
intellectum ad intelligendum, sicut panis
excitat nos ad comedendum, quamvis non
sit causa effectiva comestionis, sed materia
circa quam.
[278–280] Ad tertium: etiam negomaiorem,
quia finis, ut statim fuit dictum, necessario
requiritur ad actionem cuiuslibet agentis
naturaliter; et per consequens nihil
recipitur aut causatur naturaliter in aliquo
nisi exsistente fine; et cum recipiens non se
habet ad finem sicut agens quia causa
finalis non est effectiva, et in proposito
intellectus possibilis non recipit actum
intelligendi naturaliter nisi coexsistentibus
intellectu agente et specie in phantasia et
ipsamet phantasia, et tamen haec omnia
non ponuntur causare effective actum
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intelligendi: dicendum igitur quod
obiectum naturaliter conceptibile non
requiritur ad actum intelligendi sicut
agens, sed sicut materia circa quam.
[279] Ad auctoritatem vero concedo cum
beato Augustino quod a cognoscente et
cognito paritur sive gignitur notitia: a
cognoscente quidem effective, a cognito
vero sicut ab eo quod necessario requiritur
ad intellectionem, non sicut effectivum, sed
sicut materia circa quam. Et hoc intendit
beatus Augustinus; aliter contradiceret
sibi ipsi, ut patet per auctoritates ipsius
allegatas in deductione ipsius conclusionis.
[280] Nec est bona consequentia: a
cognoscente et cognito notitia gignitur,
igitur ab utroque effective; quia in plus se
habet gigni, sicut et causari, quam effective
produci. Vult ergo beatus Augustinus quod
quodlibet istorum est causa notitiae in
aliquo genere causae: cognoscens quidem in
genere causae efficientis, cognitum vero in
genere causae materialis; non quod sit eius
materia in qua, vel de qua, sed precise circa
quam. Et sic sunt exponendae omnes
auctoritates quae videntur attribuere
causalitatem obiecto respectu notitiae.
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The intelligible object is not the total nor a partial cause of intellection
[168] Prima [conclusio] est quod obiectum
naturaliter conceptibile non est totalis causa
effectiva, nec partialis, actus intelligendi.
[212] Secunda conclusio principalis est quod
obiectum naturaliter conceptibile non est
totalis causa effectiva nec partialis actus
intelligendi.
Probatur primo sic. Obiectum naturaliter
sensibile non est totalis causa effectiva,
nec partialis, actus sentiendi; igitur
obiectum naturaliter intelligibile non
est totalis causa effectiva, nec partialis,
actus intelligendi. Consequentia est
nota, et antecedens est beati Augustini
12 Super Genesim ad Litteram cap.
29 ubi sic inquit: “Nec sane [sanum
ed] putandum est facere quid corpus in
spiritum tamquam corpus corpori factibili
materiae vice [mere vite (!) ed] subditur;
omni enimmodo prestantior est qui facit
ea re de qua aliquid facit; nec ullo modo
spiritu prestantius est corpus.” Et subdit
immediate ad propositum: “Quamvis
enim prius videamus aliquod corpus quod
antea non videbamus atque inde incipiat
imago eius esse in spiritu nostro, tamen
eandem eius imaginem non corpus in
spiritu, sed ipse spiritus in seipso facit
celeritate mirabili [sterilitatem numerali
(!) ed].” Et loquitur ad litteram de imagine
que est visio; ergo, etc.
the causes of intellection 173
QDA 3.2.3
Ed. 1566: f. 88a–90a
Sent. 1.3.2
Ed. 1490: cols. 31538–31966
[213] Et consimilem sententiam ponit
in 6Musicae, satis circa principium,
ubi sic ait. “Diligenter considerandum
utrum re vera nihil aliud sit quod
dicitur audire, nihil aliud a corpore in
anima fieri, sed absurdum est fabricatori
corpori materiam quoquomodo animam
subdere [subdetur ed]; numquam enim
est anima corpore deterior et omnis
materia fabricatore deterior; nullo ergo
modo anima fabricatori corpori subiecta
est materies; esset autem [aut ed] si
aliquos in ea numeros corpus operaretur”.
Haec Augustinus. Et modicum infra,
persequens materiam istam, subdit: “Et
ne longum faciam, videtur mihi anima
cum sentit in corpore non ab illo aliquid
pati, sed in eius passionibus attentius
agere”. Et quibusdam interpositis
concludit: “Cum autem anima ab
operationibus suis aliquid patitur, a seipso
patitur, non a corpore.” Et haec est ratio
potissima quae memovet ad tenendum
conclusionem istam propter dicta beati
Augustini.
[169] Prima conclusio probatur tripliciter.
Primo sic. Illud cui accidit quod ab
intellectu intelligatur esse in potentia vel in
actu, nonmovet effective intellectum ad
intelligendum, nec est causa totalis, nec
partialis, effectiva actus intelligendi; sed
obiecto naturaliter conceptibili accidit esse
[214] 214 Secundo potest sic argui. Illud
cui accidit ad hoc quod intelligatur ab
intellectu esse in actu vel in potentia, non
est totalis causa effectiva nec partialis
actus intelligendi; sed obiecto naturaliter
conceptibili accidit, etc.; igitur, etc.
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in actu vel in potentia ad hoc quod ab
intellectu intelligatur; ergo.
Maior patet pro tanto quia movens in actu
et motum in actu debent esse simul; si ergo
obiecto accidit esse in actu, non erit iam
movens effective.
Item patet eademmaior, quia quod est in
potentia non potest esse totalis causa
effectiva, nec partialis, actus realis in actu,
quia causa et effectus simul sunt et non
sunt (2 Physicorum).
Minor patet, quia ita intelligitur esse in
actu, sicut esse in potentia, et e converso.
Maior patet ratione et auctoritate. Ratione
quidem, quia quod est in potentia non
potest esse causa effectiva actus realis in
actu.
Auctoritate, quia causa in actu et effectus
in actu simul sunt et non sunt, 5
Metaphysicae; igitur illud cui ⟨non⟩ accidit
esse in actu non est causa effectiva actus
realis in actu.
Minor patet, quia non solum intelligitur
ens in actu, sed ens in potentia, et e contra;
igitur, etc.
[171] Tertio. Illud cui accidit esse absolutum
vel respectivum, non est totalis causa
effectiva; et hoc patet, quia relatio non
est terminus, nec principium actionis
(quinto Physicorum); sed obiecto naturaliter
conceptibili hoc accidit; ergo. Minor patet,
quia tam absoluta quam respectiva
intelliguntur ab intellectu.
[215] Tertio sic. Illud cui accidit esse
absolutum vel respectivum ut intelligatur
ab intellectu non est totalis causa effectiva,
nec partialis, actus intelligendi; obiecto
naturaliter conceptibili accidit etc.; igitur,
etc. Maior patet, quia respectus non est per
se principium, nec terminus actionis, 5
Physicorum.Minor probatur ut prius, quia
absolutum et respectivum intelliguntur ab
intellectu; ergo, etc.
[170] Secundo. Illud cui accidit esse reale vel
rationis non est totalis causa effectiva, etc.
Ista patet, quia causa effectiva actus realis
[216] Quarto sic. Illud cui accidit quod sit ens
reale vel rationis non est totalis causa
effectiva nec partialis actus intelligendi. Hoc
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debet esse realis; sed actus intelligendi
quicumque est realis actus; ergo; sed obiecto
accidit esse reale vel rationis; patet, quia non
solum intelligitur ens reale, sed etiam
rationis; ergo.
patet, quia causa actus realis necessario est
realis; sed obiecto naturaliter conceptibili
accidit quod sit reale vel rationis, quia non
solum intelligitur ens reale sed etiam
rationis; ergo, etc.
[172] Et confirmatur; quia si obiectum
naturaliter conceptibile esset totalis causa,
etc., sequeretur quod effectus naturaliter
productus excederet suam causam
producentem simpliciter in nobilitate
et perfectione, quod est absurdum.
Consequentia patet, quia actus intelligendi
albedinem est nobilior albedine, cum
dicat perfectionem simpliciter; si ergo
causaretur ab ea, effective excederet
suam causam in perfectione, scilicet
productivam.
The possible intellect is not the total nor a partial effective cause of intellection
[173] Secundam [tertiam ed] conclusionem
probo tripliciter. Primo sic. Illud quod
solum est potentia pura in genere
intelligibilium, non potest esse totalis
causa, etc; sed intellectus noster possibilis
praecise sumptus est huiusmodi; ergo.
Maior nota pro tanto quia unumquodque
agens agit secundum quod est in actu; illud
ergo quod nullam habet actualitatem in
aliquo genere, nullo modo potest agere in
eodem. Minor est Philosophi, tertio huius
dicentis quod intellectus possibilis non
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habet aliquam naturam nisi quia possibilis
vocatus est.
[174] Secundo. Si intellectus possibilis
praecise sumptus esset toalis causa etc.,
sequeretur quod unum et idem secundum
idem et respectu eiusdem esset in actu et in
potentia; consequens est falsum; ergo. Con-
sequentia patet, quia, ut causaret actum,
esset in actu, quia illud quod actu agit
necessario est ens in actu; et ut reciperet,
esset necessario in potentia ad recipiendum
intellectionem; ergo respectu eiusdem
intellectionis esset in actu, et in potentia
respectu eiusdem, et secundum idem.
[221] Tertia conclusio principalis est quod
intellectus possibilis non est totalis causa
effectiva nec partialis actus intelligendi.
Ista conclusio probatur communiter
primo sic. Si intellectus possibilis esset
totalis causa effectiva vel partialis, actus
intelligendi, unum et idem secundum
idem et respectu eiusdem esset in actu et
in potentia, quod rationi repugnat. Et
probatur consequentia. Quia ut causaret
actum, esset in actu, et ut reciperet ipsum,
esset in potentia, cum agens sit tale in actu
quale patiens est in potentia, 3 Physicorum,
et 10 De Generatione; igitur, etc.
[222] Secundo sic. Si intellectus possibilis
esset, etc.: eiusdem ad seipsum esset relatio
realis; consequens est impossibile; igitur et
antecedens. Consequentia patet, quia
activi ad passivum est relatio realis,
5 Metaphysicae. Falsitas consequentis
probatur. Quia realiter relativa sunt realiter
opposita; sed eiusdem ad seipsum non est
realiter oppositio; igitur nec realis relatio.
[181] Tertio sic. Illud quod non est intellectus
agens, non est totalis causa, etc.; sed
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intellectus possibilis non est intellectus
agens; ergo. Maior patet tertio huius. Minor
patet ibidem, quia dicitur: necesse est has
differentias esse in anima nostra.
[182] Et confirmatur; quia si intellectus
possibilis esset totalis causa etc., sequeretur
quod non esset pati, immo agere, cuius
oppositum dicit Philosophus tertio huius.
The agent intellect alone is the total cause of intellection
[236] Quarta conclusio principalis est quod
intellectus agens est totalis causa effectiva
actus intelligendi.
Et ad ponendum conclusionem istam
movent me principaliter verba beati
Augustini, qui ex una parte dicit quod
anima est activa suarum operationum, ut
patet per auctoritatem ipsius 12 Super Gen.
ad litteram [PL 12.16(33)], et in 6 … [text has a
few spaces here; reference toOnMusic
may be intended, as in n. 213] allegatas in
secunda conclusione; et ex alia parte ponit
quod nulla res potest producere in seipsa
formam quam non habet, ut patet per
auctoritatem ipsius 2 De Libero Arbitrio,
allegatam in tertia. Et ex istis sequitur quod
in anima praeter intellectum possibilem qui
recipit intellectionem sit aliqua virtus quae
sit activa ipsius, et nulla potest assignari
praeter intellectum agentem.
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[187] Quarta conclusio probatur tripliciter.
Primo sic. Quandocumque activitas activi
adaequat sibi passibilitatem passivi, ad
quidquid se extendit passive passibilitas
passivi, se extendit active activitas
activi; sed activitas intellectus agentis
adaequat possibilitatem intellectus
possibilis naturaliter; ergo ad quidquid
passive intellectus possibilis naturaliter se
extendit, ad totum illud active se extendit
intellectus agens; sed intellectus possibilis
se habet passive, et est totalis causa
receptiva cuiuscumque actus intelligendi
naturalis; ergo intellectus agens respectu
cuiuscumque intellectionis naturaliter se
habet active, et est totalis causa effectiva
dicti actus. Maior patet ex terminis; nam ex
opposito praedicati destruetur subiectum.
Minorem ponit expresse Philosophus in
huius tertio, dicens quod sicut intellectus
possibilis est omnia fieri, sic intellectus
agens est omnia facere.
[237] Confirmo tamen conclusionem sic.
Quandocumque activitas activi adaequat
passibilitatem passivi, ad quidquid se
extendit passivitas passivi se extendit active
activitas activi – patet ex terminis; sed
activitas intellectus agentis adaequat
naturalem passibilitatem intellectus
possibilis; quia sicut intellectus possibilis
est omnia fieri, ita intellectus agens est
omnia facere, per Philosophum 3 De Anima;
et intellectus possibilis est totalis causa
receptiva, et sic passiva actus intelligendi;
igitur intellectus agens est totalis causa
effectiva eiusdem.
[188] Secundo. Omnis operatio immanens
est subiective sui principii activi vel actus
immediati subiecti sui activi; sed intelligere
est actio immanens, et recipitur subiective
in intellectu possibili; ergo producetur
effective ab intellectu possibili, vel ab aliquo
fundato immediate in eodem subiective; sed
nihil fundatur subiective in intellectu
possibili a quo possit causari effective
[238] Secundo sic. Omnis operatio immanens
est subiective sui principii activi [activitati
ed], vel alicuius immediate fundati in eodem
cum suo principio activo; aliter operatio
immanens non esset perfectio agentis, quod
est contra Philosophum 9Metaphysicae;
sed intelligere est operatio immanens,
ut patet ibidem, et fundatur subiective
in intellectu possibili; igitur causatur
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actus intelligendi nisi intellectus agens, ut
patet ex praedictis; ergo. Maior huius
patet 9 Metaphysicae et 2 Ethicorum,
ubi dicit [Philosophus] quod operatio
immanens est perfectio agentis; hoc autem
non haberet veritatem nisi esset subiective
sui activi, vel alicuius immediati subiecti
sui activi. Minor [= sed intelligere etc.] patet
ex terminis quantum ad utramque partem;
ergo.
effective ab intellectu possibili vel ab aliquo
immediate fundato in eodem subiecto cum
ipso; sed non causatur effective ab intellectu
possibili, ut patet ex tertia conclusione;
igitur causatur ab aliquo immediate
fundato in eodem subiective cum ipso; sed
constat quod nihil aliud ab intellectu
agente immediate fundatur in anima nostra
cum intellectu possibili a quo possit causari
actus intelligendi; ergo, etc
[189–190] Tertio. Illud quod continet
virtualiter omnem intellectionem ad
quam intellectus possibilis est in potentia
naturali, est totalis causa effectiva actus
intelligendi; sed nihil aliud existens in
anima nostra est huiusmodi; ergo.
Maior patet ex terminis, quia continere
aliquid virtualiter est habere virtutem
producendi illud. Minor probatur, quia vel
[A] intellectus agens continet omnem
intellectionem ad quam intellectus
possibilis est in potentia naturali, vel [B]
ipse intellectus possibilis, vel [C] obiectum
secundum esse quod habet in se, vel [D]
phantasma, vel [E] obiectum secundum
quod habet esse in anima. [Ad B] Non
intellectus possibilis, ut patet ex secunda
conclusione; [ad D] nec phantasma, quia
non potest agere in intellectu possibili
nisi virtute intellectus agentis, et per
consequens non continet intellectionem
virtualiter; immo virtute intellectus agentis
[239] Tertio sic. Vel intellectus agens est (1)
totalis causa effectiva actus intelligendi,
vel (3) nulla, vel (2) partialis; non nulla,
nec partialis, ergo totalis. [Ad (3)] Non
quidem nulla: aliter intellectus agens non
esset omnia facere, nec intelligere esset
actio immanens, ut patet ex dictis; [Ad
(2)] nec partialis, quia illud quod cum eo
concurreret, vel esset (2a) obiectum, vel
(2b) species representativa ipsius, vel (2c)
intellectus possibilis; hoc patet, quia istis
positis potest poni actus intelligendi nisi
impedimentum occurrat; sed nullum
istorum potest dari; non quidem primum,
ut patet ex secunda conclusione; nec
secundum, quia si obiectum non potest
poni totalis causa effectiva, nec partialis
actus intelligendi, nec species representativa
ipsius; nec tertium, ut patet ex conclusione
precedenti.
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causat solum in intellectu possibili
speciem intelligibilem, non autem actum
intelligendi, ut dictum est supra; [ad E] nec
obiectum secundum esse quod habet in
anima, quia ut sic est ens diminutum, et
nullum tale continet virtualiter actum
intelligendi cum sit actus realis; [ad A]
relinquitur ergo quod intellectus agens,
et nihil aliud, contineat virtualiter
intellectionem, et hoc fuit minor.
[190] Item. Etiam secundum communem
modum loquendi omnium doctorum
intellectus agens aliquomodo continet
omnem scientiam et intellectionem ad
quam intellectus possibilis est in potentia
naturali; sed certum est quod non continet
ista formaliter, ergo virtualiter.
[c191] Et confirmatur. Quia si non pertineret
ad intellectum agentem causare effective
actum intelligendi, sed solum illuminare
phantasmata et abstrahere a condicionibus
materialibus, ut aliqui dicunt, non
vocaretur intellectus agens, sed abstrahens,
cuius oppositum dicit Aristoteles.
chapter 7
Summary and Conclusions
The present study investigates Alphonsus Vargas’s views on the nature and function
of the powers of the intellective soul as found in hisQuestions on Aristotle’s De Anima
(QDA) and in the corresponding parts of his (later) Sentences commentary (SENT).
Chapter One summarizes the little we know of Alphonsus Vargas’s life and work. The
only fixed dates are the years 1344–1345, in which he lectured on the Sentences in Paris,
1353 and 1354, when he was appointed bishop of Badajoz and of Osma respectively,
and 1361, when he became Archbishop of Seville, where he died in 1366. Chapter One
also offers an overview of the background of the philosophical topics discussed in this
study. They are all concerned with the structure and function of man’s intellective
soul and can be divided in two groups: first, what is the relation between the essence
of the soul and its powers and what is the relation between the powers themselves?
These questions are the subject matter of Chapters Two, Three and Four. And, second,
how do the powers of the intellective soul operate in the proces of cognition. This
question is treated in Chapters Five and Six. The present chapter is a summary of
the main elements of Vargas’s thoughts on the intellective soul, together with some
evaluative comments.
Chapter Two offers an overview of the three main positions concerning the relation
between the soul and its powers that were prevalent during the thirteenth century:
the powers are either identical with the substance of the soul, or distinct from it as
accidents, or something in between substance and accidents. These three positions
are the outcome of a long tradition of debating the issue; two of them dominated the
scene at the end of the century. According to the identity thesis the powers of the soul
are strictly identicalwith the essence of the soul. They are called different only because
of the fact that the soul becomes engaged in and related to different activities. A form
of the identity position was defended by Henry of Ghent and John Duns Scotus. The
opposite view, held by Thomas Aquinas among others, was that there is a distinction
between the soul and its powers. Thomas was the first to elaborate it systematically
on the basis of general metaphysical, theological and anthropological principles.
According to this view the powers differ from the soul, which is a substantial form,
as accidents. Basically, all beings can be grouped in two categories (or ‘predicaments’):
substances, that can exist on their own, and accidents, which are characteristics of
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substances and can only exist in the latter. The human soul is a substantial form and
the principle of all of man’s functions and operations such as thinking and willing,
but the powers of the soulmust be different from the soul’s essence. One reason is that
beingandoperatingare only identical in abeing that is absolutely simple, namelyGod.
The view that powers are accidents was strongly opposed to by Franciscan
theologians,who attempted tohold an intermediate position, combining identity and
distinction. Thomas allowed for such a position, provided the powers are understood
as ‘properties’ in the sense of a predicable. Predicables are universal notions that can
be applied to every created substance. The five predicables are the genus to which a
substance belongs, a differential feature, by which it becomes a species, its properties and
its accidents. Properties are intimately associated with a particular species, they occur
always in eachmember of a certain species (but not of another species). They are in
fact necessary features of a species, as they always go together with the essence of a
species. The latter characteristic is what distinguishes a property from an accident,
which is a feature that can be absent or present in the members of several species.
This understanding of the soul’s powers appears to be the preferred one by Vargas (as
detailed in Chapter Four).
John Duns Scotus worked out a version of the identity view, according to which
the soul and its powers are ‘really identical’ but ‘formally distinct’. Basically, the
essence of soul and its various powers, e.g. intellect and will, are coextensive, but
we can differentiate between them in the sense that what it means to think is not
the same as what it means to will: ‘formally’, that is, according to their intelligible
content, the notions of the various powers are distinct. Yet this distinction is not
merely conceptual or fabricated by the mind: it reflects reality as it is ‘based on the
nature of the thing’ (‘distinctio formalis ex natura rei’).
The relation between the soul and its powers was not the only area where Scotus
resorted to the notion of a formal distinction. It was applied in theological problems
too, and became the subject of much dispute in the first half of the fourteenth
century. While many Franciscan theologians followed Scotus’s doctrines, the formal
distinction was generally rejected by Dominican scholars andmany others, one of
the latter being the Augustinian Alphonsus Vargas. He deemed Scotus’s notion of
a ‘formal distinction’ completely without reason (irrationalis omnino) and went to
great lengths to develop an alternative, which, however, in the end turns out not
to be fundamentally different from the formal distinction. To understand Vargas’s
accomplishment it is necessary to consider in some detail the Scotistic understanding
of the formal distinction, and in particular the notion of ‘formality’. This is done in
Chapter Three.
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Medieval philosophers and theologians were quite familiar with the idea that real
identity could go together with some kind of distinction, especially in God: for
example, with respect to the divine essence and attributes. There was, however,
much controversy what kind of distinction that was. Initially just two options were
available: a real distinction (distinctio realis) and a conceptual distinction (distinctio
rationis). In the divine, any real distinction was of course excluded (except in the case
of the Trinity, because according to Catholic Faith the Father and the Son and the
Holy Ghost are really distinct persons). On the other hand, a conceptual distinction
was utterly impossible since it was considered to be the a mere construction of the
intellect, involving conceptual entities only, whereas everything divine is of course
pre-eminently real. One solution to this dilemma was Scotus’s notion of a formal
distinction: a distinction that was real in the sense of being based on the mind-
independent nature of a thing but without actually compromising real identity. The
crucial notions here are: ‘thing’ (res), ‘reality’ and, in particular, ‘formality’. These
notions are not always understood and used in the same sense by Scotus and his
successors, a consequence of the fact that Scotus himself did not always define the
various terms explicitly. A formality is something real; it is not itself a real thing but
something of a real thing (non res sed rei) and it is inseparable from the thing to which
it belongs. Formalities are not merely conceptual beings or beings of reason (entia
rationis); they are not created by the mind, but recognized in and abstracted from
things. They are aspects of what a thing is, its ‘whatness’ or ‘quiddity’ (quidditas),
and apprehended as coming with the nature of the thing (ex natura rei). The fact that
Scotus himself did not provide a clearly articulated treatment of thenotions of ‘reality’
and ‘formality’ was for some of his followers the reason to search for clarification.
Unfortunately, their attempts did not result in a generally accepted common picture.
Some Scotistsmaintained a strong realistic interpretation of ‘formalities’. One of them
was Gerald of Odo, which Vargas severely criticized in the QDA. Vargas’s fundamental
criticism is that Odo in fact reifies quiddities and formalities; hence any formal
distinction or distinction of formalities inevitably must reduce to a real distinction, a
distinction between real things. As a consequence, the formal distinction does not
deliver what it promises (combining identity and distinction in the same entity). So
Vargas has to develop an alternative to the formal distinction. He does so inQDA 2.4,
an edition of which is provided at the end of this study.
The principal question of QDA 2.4. is whether the powers of the soul are really
distinct between themselves, in particular: are intellect andmemory really distinct,
and are intellect and will really distinct. The answer to the first subquestion (but
not to the second) is that ‘memory and intellect are the same power, performing
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different functions and different acts or operations which are: saving species and
having habitual knowledge, and using species and have actual knowledge. So they
are really one power but conceptually diverse (una potentia realiter, diversa secundum
rationem).’ The distinctionVargas has inmind is not a real distinction, nor a conceptual
distinction as conventionally understood. In a long discussion he proposes a special
kind of conceptual distinction: a distinction ex natura rei, that allows for a difference
between the powers that is not real but also not fully conceptual. Following James
of Pamiers, Vargas distinguishes between two types of conceptual distinction. The
first kind obtains between concepts; it corresponds to the conceptual distinction as
commonly accepted: it is founded on reason and its extremes are beings of reason.
This is not the distinction that applies in the case of memory and intellect. But there
is another kind of conceptual distinction: a conceptual distinction that is created by
the intellect but arises ‘somehow from the nature of a thing’. The latter occurs when
the nature of a thing requires it (ex natura rei necessitantis), that is: when the thing
forces the intellect to conceive it in distinct concepts.More precisely: ‘the nature of the
thing’ forces the intellect to form distinct concepts. An example would be what the
notions of genus and difference refer to. In order to understand the reality of ‘man’
at least two concepts are required, a genus concept, namely ‘animal’ and a difference
concept, namely ‘rationality’; both concepts refer to aspects of real entity, but their
content itself is not a real thing. Now, this is in fact very similar to the way Scotus’s
formal distinction is meant to operate. The difference between the two solutions is
that Scotus’s formal distinction still operates in the domain of extramental reality,
whereas Vargas’s solution stays on the conceptual side. The formal distinction, which
for Scotus is less than fully real, has for Vargas still toomuch of reality; but Vargas’s
distinctio ex natura rei necessitantis, turns out tomirror the formal distinction bymoving
away from the other end of the scale: it is less than fully conceptual. In both cases,
however, the distinction ismeant to be located at some distance from the theoretically
possible end points ‘fully real’ and ‘fully conceptual’.
As noted, the main topic of the present study is what Vargas has to say about the
nature and function of the powers of the intellective soul. In Chapter Four we address
Vargas’s view on the relation between the soul and its powers, which is very similar to
the property-view pointed out by Thomas Aquinas as sketched in Chapter Two. There
is a difference, however. For Thomas a property is distinct from the essence it belongs
to and from accidents that happen to be bestowed upon a substance. In this account
an accident is primarily a predicable, not a predicament. So the property-view of the
soul’s powers does by itself not necessarily imply any commitment to the ontological
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status of an accident. Vargas, however, is a bit ambivalent in this respect. At some
places he seems to see the soul’s powers both as proper attributes and as accidents.
Yet he also suggests that proper attributes are different from ‘common accidents’, or
at least that they are a special subset of the class of accidents. Nevertheless, for Vargas
the properties are closer linked to the essence of the soul than ‘common accidents’
are. The powers of the soul arise from the essence of the species of man; they ‘flow
forth’ from the soul’s essence when the soul is effectively created by God. As proper
attributes they are closer to the soul’s essence than other kinds of accidents; yet they
remain accidents, and as such are really different from the soul’s essence.
Whendealingwith the powers of the soul amedieval author inevitably had to con-
sider the relation between objects, acts and powers. Aristotle had suggested that the
powers be specified in terms of their acts, and that the acts in turnbe specified in terms
of their objects. This methodological principle was generally accepted, but Vargas
treats the matter muchmore extensively than some of his predecessors, e.g., Thomas
Aquinas or John of Jandun, especially regarding the relation between acts and powers.
With Vargas the methodological principle gets a detailed analysis, based on various
ways in which items can be distinct. As for the relation between objects and acts,
Vargasholds that the acts of the soul are formally (!) and intrinsically distinct by them-
selves, through their essence and their constituting principles. Objects are extrinsic
entities that cannot account for the intrinsic difference between the soul’s acts.
Nevertheless they clearly have to dowith theway acts can be differentiated. Vargas
lists four ways of distinguishing extrinsically between the acts of the soul and for
each kind he specifies the role the object has in it. Vargas is not original here; his
treatment of the matter is essentially based on that of his confrère Gerard of Siena. A
‘numerical distinction’ between acts obtains when the same act, involving the same
object or kind of object occurs at different times; for example thinking of Socrates now
versus thinking of him tomorrow. The numerical distinction between acts involves by
definitionone single power andone single object.Next, two acts of the samepower can
be ‘specifically distinct’; this happens when they are directed at specifically distinct
objects, for example: the acts of apprehending colours that are different species of the
genus colour, such as black and white. The distinction between specifically distinct
acts is completely based on the objects involved. Further, we have acts of one and
the same power involving objects that are more than just specifically different, for
example the act of apprehending a colour and the act of apprehending a flavour.
Such acts are said to be ‘distinct in terms of nearby genus’. This distinction too is
completely accounted for by the objects involved. Finally, to the extent that acts arise
from different powers of the soul and involve ‘objects of the rational soul’ (any kind of
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object at all), they are ‘distinct in terms of remote genus’ andwe can say that the act of
one power is different from that of another power; for example: the acts of thinking
and willing are distinct in this sense. Their distinction represents the highest level
of an extrinsic distinction between acts of the intellective soul. The acts of thinking
and of willing presuppose intrinsically distinct powers, so their distinction cannot
be completely due to objects, because then intrinsically distinct powers would have
no role in the distinction between the acts. Likewise, their distinction cannot be
completely due to powers, because remotely distinct acts cannot terminate in the
same object under the same formal aspects: thinking of an object and willing that
object can only be extrinsically different if intellect and will are directed at distinct
aspects of the object.
The final sections of Chapter Four present Vargas’s views concerning the dis-
tinction between the powers of the soul, namely the Augustinian triad of memory,
intellect andwill. Remarkably, Vargas does not treat the powers in a uniformway: the
relation betweenmemory and intellect is not the same as that between intellect and
will. As for memory and intellect he follows Giles of Rome, in holding that they are in
reality one and the same power but perform two distinct functions, namely storing
species and cognizing them habitually, and using species in actual cognition. Here at
last we have what the lengthy argument elaborated in the first part of QDA 2.4 wants
to establish: a distinction of reason, necessitated by the nature of the thing. As for the
powers of intellect and will Vargas’s discussion is a bit unbalanced: he spends some
time in refuting the view of Durand of Saint Pourçain, who held that intellect and
will are not really distinct powers, and then offers two brief arguments to clarify his
own opinion, that intellect and will must be really distinct.
The medieval picture of the soul is not complete without accommodating the
Aristotelian notion of an agent intellect. Accordingly, Chapter Five presents Vargas’s
rather idiosyncratic ideas about the nature and function of the agent intellect. Vargas
argues for a number of theses: theremust be an agent intellect, which is not a separate
substance and does not consist in the divine knowledge; it is something of the soul,
but it does not belong to the image, being really different from memory and the
possible intellect. These general statements are complemented by the followingmore
specific claims: the agent intellect is a kind of light or a con-natural habit of the
possible intellect, it perfects and informs by itself the possible intellect, and it is the
only cause of intellection (this last thesis is discussed in Chapter Six).
In Vargas’s time the need for an agent intellect in order to account for acts of
intellection was broadly subscribed, also by Vargas himself. Nevertheless Vargas
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offers some arguments for it, presumably because it gives him the opportunity to
bring up his own less generally accepted thesis that there must be an agent sense too.
Although the need for an agent intellect was fairly undisputed, there still was some
controversy over what exactly the agent intellect might be and do. Vargas quickly
dismisses the view that the agent intellect was a substance ‘existing separate from us’,
as proposed (in one way or another) by Avicenna and Averroes, a view that had already
been under attack by Thomas Aquinas and was officially censured in the Parisian
Condemnation of 1277. He also rejected the view of his confrère Bernardus Oliverius,
who held that the agent intellect was God’s knowledge as giving things the power to
be understood by the human intellect.
It is with regard to the position of the agent intellect in the intellective soul that
Vargas’s views becomenon-standard. In theQDAVargas assert that the agent intellect
does not belong to the image, is really distinct frommemory, and is really distinct
from the possible intellect. For Vargas the agent intellect is in fact not a power of the
intellective soul at all and not immediately founded in the soul’s essence, a view that
is opposite to what was commonly held, for example by Thomas. Vargas’s own view
in theQDA is that the agent intellect is a kind of light or a con-natural habit of the
possible intellect. It cannot possibly be a power founded in the essence of the soul.
Intellection occurs because the agent intellect naturally informs the possible intellect;
intellection is an immanent act, it realizes a natural function, and it resides in the
possible intellect, which is the subject that takes up the act. In fact, Vargas argues, the
agent intellect is a habit by definition, for a habit is defined precisely as something
one can use at will and in acts of intellection the soul uses the agent intellect at will.
And since it does so not in the way of a power, it does so in the way a habit is used. The
natural operation of the agent intellect agrees with the natural activity of a habit:
the agent intellect of itself naturally perfects and informs the possible intellect, as
its light and act; this is precisely what a habit does: of itself it perfects and informs
the power to which it belongs. Thus the agent intellect is a habit con-natural to the
possible intellect. Vargas’s view has some similarity with that of his confrère James of
Viterbo, who sees the agent intellect as a ‘congenital aptitude’, but Vargas spends a
lot of effort in clarifying his position and differentiating it from that of James.
Vargas’s structural picture of the intellective soul can be completed by his view
on the way the agent intellect functions in its fundamental cognitive operation,
namely bringing about acts of intellection. In this respect too Vargas’s opinion is non-
standard. The common opinion was that the agent abstracts intelligible species from
sense images (phantasms) and thus delivers to the possible intellect something that
is actually intelligible, namely an intelligible species, a general concept. Vargas does
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not dispute this picture in itself, he finds fault with the way it is understood by an
author as Godfrey of Fontaines. According to Godfrey the agent intellect does indeed
act upon sense images; it does, however, not affect them positively, it only removes
something, namely their material conditions. Sense images represent an object as
vested with a host of concrete features which make it this particular object. To be
understood by the possible intellect, the object most be made general or universal. It
is the agent intellect that implements the required kind of abstraction: it removes the
material conditions of the object as represented in the phantasm by illuminating the
latter only with respect to the universal quiddity of the object, not with respect to the
material conditions. Vargas does not agree with this theory. He claims that the agent
intellect necessarily also has a positive effect on phantasms, and illuminates them
not only with respect to quiddity but also with respect to material conditions. The
agent intellect illuminates the phantasm by activating a kind of light that is present
in the phantasm itself or in the imagination (which is a sense power); the phantasm
then causes an intelligible species in the possible intellect but not the act of thinking
itself; this is done by the agent intellect.
Both in the QDA and in the SENT Vargas extensively criticizes various opinions
concerning the causes of intellection before giving his own view on thematter, which
is the subject of Chapter Six. In theQDA Vargas’s discussion of other opinions is very
general and lacks specific references. In the SENT, however, Vargas is more specific
as to the target of his criticism, namely the view of Scotus and his followers that
intellection is caused by both object and intellect as two partial causes making up
one integral total cause. Nevertheless, the two sources are essentially in agreement as
to the substance of the matter, which is that Vargas denies any role of the object (and
its representative, the intelligible species) and the possible intellect, and holds that
the agent intellect is the sole cause of acts of intellection.
Vargas’s dealing in the SENTwith the Scotistic model of partial causality is a bit
roundabout. According to Scotus the cooperation of the object and the intellect in
causing acts of understanding is analogous to theway Aristotle sees the cooperation of
man andwoman in procreation: both parents are necessary, but the father is themore
important factor; the mother has her own active power, independent of the father
but she depends on the father for the exercise of her own power. Analogously, in the
causation of an act of understanding the intellect is the prior or higher cause and the
object or its representative, the species, is the lower cause. Intellect and object each
have their own causal power, the higher cause (the intellect) does not give the lower
(object/species) its causality, but the latter can only exercise its causality in virtue of
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the former. Both causes must be active together and are simultaneously effective, but
the causal power of the intellect is greater than that of the object. As for the question
which part of the intellect is the crucial factor, the agent intellect or the possible
intellect, Scotus considers two possibilities, each of which implies an amalgamation
of the Augustinian and the Aristotelian pictures of the intellective soul.
According to the first model, which seems to be Scotus’s favourite, both the agent
intellect and the possible intellect would pertain to memory. The agent intellect
belongs to memory as it generates actual intellection, which, according to Augustine,
is a task ofmemory. As for the possible intellect: as receiving and saving the intelligible
species, it pertains tomemory, but as receiving actual intellection it corresponds to the
Augustinian intelligence. According to the secondmodel, the agent intellect would
not pertain tomemory at all. The possible intellect on the other handwould belong to
memory both on account of the fact that it stores the representations of the objects of
cognition and because of the fact that it causes the generation of actual intellection.
However, as receiving intellection, the possible intellect would still be intelligence.
Vargas argues extensively against the partial causality model but he does not
address the substance of Scotus’s treatment of the matter in theOrdinatio; yet he does
quote and discuss Scotus’s arguments given there for showing that the principle that
one and the same thing cannot act upon itself does not apply in the case of intellection.
Vargas must dispute Scotus’s reasoning because he wants to prove rigorously that the
possible intellect has no causal role in intellection. As for Scotus’s followers, Vargas
only quotes and refutes some arguments of Landulph of Caracciolo and Francis of
Meyronnes purportedly proving that the object is a partial cause of intellection and
that the other partial cause is the agent intellect.
ForVargas the object hasno causal role at all: it ismerely thatwhich an intellection
is about (materia circa quam). Vargas’s main reason for this proposal seems to be his
commitment to Augustine’s view on the relation between the material and the
spiritual: the latter occupies the highest position on the scale of beings and it cannot
be the subject of causal actions by the former. Vargas also rejects the view that the
possible intellect could be the (or a) cause of intellections. Here his main reason is
the Aristotelian axiom that nothing can act upon itself: the possible intellect receives
acts of understanding, so it cannot at the same time produce them. For Vargas the
causation of acts of understanding is exclusively the work of the agent intellect. Now
the main reason is that the agent intellect the only suitable candidate for the job:
intellections are immanent acts existing in the intellective soul; in order to be received
by the possible intellect, theymust be produced by an active counterpart of the latter,
namely the agent intellect.
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Vargas’s picture of the intellective soul remains utterly Augustinian: the intellec-
tive soul has three components: memory, intellect (or ‘intelligence’) and will, which
(in theQDA) together present an image of the Trinity. Intellections or acts of thinking
occur in the possible intellect. For Vargas the Aristotelian possible intellect is in fact
identical with the Augustinian intellect. But the intellections received in the possible
intellect have to be caused by an active factor, commonly taken to be the Aristotelian
agent intellect. Theway Vargas incorporates the latter in his picture of the intellective
soul is subtle: the agent intellect must clearly belong to the intellective soul, but it
cannot be added as a fourth element to the three powers making up the image the
Trinity. Vargas’s solution is to deny the agent intellect the status of a separate power
and to make it a con-natural habit of the possible intellect (QDA) or a habit which
resides in the soul as such and acts as the principle-by-which the intellective soul can
initiate acts of intellection (SENT). Vargas’s way of reconciling Augustine and Aris-
totle comes down to stay with the Augustinian triad, to identify Aristotle’s possible
intellect with Augustine’s ‘intellect’ and to make the Aristotelian agent intellect a
habit of the possible intellect or of the soul.
Both Scotus and Vargas are well aware of the discrepancy between the Aristotelian
and the Augustinian pictures of the intellective soul. But whereas for Scotus they
seem to have equal rights when it comes to finding away to reconcile them, for Vargas
the Augustinian picture seems to be the position of favour right away. Faced with
the conflict between between Augustine’s thought and Aristotelian psychology his
solution underscores his fidelity to Augustine. More generally, his choices in theQDA
are Augustinian, anddoubly so: Augustinian in the sense that he privileges Augustine,
but also in the sense of being an Augustinian Hermit and the heir to a theological
tradition at Paris running fromGiles of Rome through James of Viterbo, Gerard of
Siena, James of Pamiers, and BernardusOlivarius. This allegiance expresses itself quite
strongly and clearly in the QDA, but in the Sentences, the fruit of his lectures at Paris,
he reveals an increasing concern to criticize the Scotists. Vargas is and remains an
Augustinian in Heart and Soul.
chapter 8
Edition of QDA 2.4
Introduction and Outline
Vargas’s Questions on Aristotle’s De Anima have been preserved in one manuscript
written in Bologna in 1475 (Cremona, Biblioteca Statale,Ms. 113 [Nl-12193], fol. 33r–36v),
and in several printed editions (Florence 1577, Venice 1565, Venice 1566, Venice 1608 and
Rome 1609).1 Two questions of theQDA are contained in a manuscript that was kept
at the AugustinianHistorical Institute, New York (no shelf-mark), but by 2006 turned
out to have gonemissing; fortunately, a photocopy and a provisional transcription of
it are still available in the Augustinus-Institut atWürzburg. The questions it contains
are:Utrum universale sit verum ens reale habens esse praeter omnem operationem intellectus vel
sit tantum ens rationis habens esse per operationem intellectus (QDA 1.3) andUtrum potentiae
animae distinguantur inter se realiter (QDA 2.4). Apparently N was meant to be a kind
of self-sufficient treatise (against some basic scotistic doctrines), since in QDA 2.4
references toQDA 1.3 were reformulated as pointing to ‘the preceding question’. As
for the early editions: Florence 1477 and Venice 1566 are available on the internet.2
The latter edition is virtually identical to the former, with minor errors and typos
corrected, and it has page numbers, whichmakes it suitable for referencing purposes.
According to Steneck, the 1608 edition has no substantial differences with the 1477
edition (at least for the question studied by him: QDA 2.6Utrum sensus sit susceptivus
specierum sine materia).3 When we take the printed editions of 1477, 1566 and 1608 as
virtually identical and select that of 1566 as the most convenient representative, we
have three witnesses for the text of QDA 2.4: ms Cremona (= C, ff. 33rb–38ra), ms New
York (= N, ff. 102rb–108r), and ed. Florence 1566 (= v, pp. 37a–41a).
A full collation of thematerials reveals the following.MsC appears to offer a rather
sloppy text; it containsmore errors, both in terms of grammar and in terms of content,
1 Cf. Bakker and Van den Bercken (2010).
2 The 1477 edition is available on thewebsite of the Bibliothèquenationale de France (http://gallica.bnf
.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k58499x). The 1566 edition is available at theDigitale Bibliothek of theMünchener
DigitalisierungsZentrum of the Bayerische StaatsBibliotheek. Permalink: http://www.mdz-nbn
-resolving.de/urn/resolver.pl?urn=urn:nbn:de:bvb:12-bsb10139953-7.
3 N. Steneck, The Problem of the Internal Senses in the Fourteenth Century. Ph. D. dissertation,
Wisconsin 1970 (p. 209).
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than N and v. Starting at paragraph 114 ms C is written in a different hand; from that
point onwards the quality of the writing decreases and the text itself contains more
corrections. The differences between C on the one hand and N and v on the other are
in generalmuch larger than the differences between the latter twowitnesses. The text
of v is better than that of C and, apart from a few homoioteleuta, the text of N appears
to be better still, but it leaves out the final part of QDA 2.4, the third subquestion,
which is in fact the quaestio principalis: utrum potentiae animae distinguantur realiter inter
se (Ms N justifies this omission by remarking that the relevant matter is sufficiently
treated in Vargas’s Sentences commentary).
The differences between N and v mainly consist in minor editorial interventions,
like adding one or more clarifying words or completing a syllogism. Yet in several
places N has a few sentences that are more than just a reformulation: they appear
to be newly inserted sentences, highlighting the point of the argument indeed,
but nevertheless not obviously modifying an original text. See for an example the
paragraphs nn. 15, 31–33, 80, 91 and 94. If all three witnesses are independently based
on a single source, then C and v would appear to stay close to that source, wheres N
has taken some liberties in attempting to drive home Vargas’s point of view.
So althoughms C has a complete text, it is not the preferred candidate for being
the base witness of an edition. Like ms C, edition v is complete and it is generally
in good agreement with N, so it makes sense to use v as the main witness for our
edition. Therefore, the present edition of QDA 2.4 is based on v, the variants found
in C and N being relegated to the critical apparatus. Thus this editionmay prove that
the text of v can be used with confidence to study Vargas’s thought. Yet, although
v overall has a good text, it has a few slips or mistakes, but they are pretty obvious
and are easily emended, witness the following examples. In n. 9 v has distinctio realis
instead of distinctio rationis (as have C and N); in n. 29 v has non-identitatem primam
instead of praeviam (C) or priorem (N); in n. 33 v has formalitates reales proponentes eas,
which makes no sense and may be changed in per ponentes eas, as C is of no help
here (illegible!) and N has a different text altogether; in n. 34 v has definitio includat
quidquid respectus instead of … quidquid realitatis, as have C and N; in n. 41 v has ullam
distinctionem where obviously nullam is correct, as can be seen in C and N; finally,
in n. 45 v has se habet obiectum ad actum instead of obiectum adaequatum, as in C and
N.
Classical spelling is used throughout and punctuation is applied ad sensum. The
footnotes contain the apparatus criticus and a part of the apparatus fontium. The former
offers all variant readings found inms C andms N, including changes in word order,
with the sole exception of ergo/igitur and ille/iste (illa/ista etc.). The latter identifies
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references to sources explicitly mentioned or used by Vargas. When these sources are
a work of Aristotle they are identified by just the title of the work and the location in
the Bekker edition. Larger chunks of texts copied by Vargas from other authors are
listed at the end of the edition (according to paragraph number). The following sigla
and abbreviations are used:
Abbreviations:
v Alphonsi Vargas Toletani In tres Aristotelis libros De anima, ed. Venezia 1566
C Ms Cremona, Biblioteca Statale, Ms 113 [Nl-12193]
N Ms New York, Augustinian Historical Institute (no shelf-mark)
add. addidit
corr. correxit
del. delevit
hom. homoeoteleuton
inv. invertit
iter. iteravit
lin. linea(m)
om. omisit
marg. margine
praem. praemisit
sup. supra
? lectio incerta
⟨…⟩ words added by the editor
Outline:
QDA 2.4 actually is a collection of six subquestions. The main question (quaestio
principalis) is whether the powers of the soul are really distinct from each other. Vargas
deals with it in three articles or subquestions (as he does with everymain question
treated in theQDA), but each article in fact consists of two subquestions again. The
present edition covers all six subquestions. Here follows a detailed outline of their
contents (nrs refer to the paragraph numbers added in the edition).
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Question 2.4
Are the powers of the soul really distinct from each other?
Introductory arguments nn. 1–4
Art. 1 part 1: Can there be a conceptual distinction between two real entities, each
being a thing?
– The view of some doctors: between two real entities there can be in no way a
conceptual distinction 6
– Vargas’s view: three theses
Conceptual identity (identitas rationis) is not incompatible with real entities 11
Conceptual being (esse rationis) is not incompatible with real entities 15
Conceptual distinction (distinctio rationis) is not incompatible with real entities 18
– Reply to the arguments for the other opinion 21
Preliminary notes: two kinds of conceptual distinction 22
Replies 24
Art. 1 part 2: Does a conceptual distinction in things imply a mind-independent
non-identity? 29
– Vargas’s opinion: two theses 30
We can have different concepts of one thing that is fully indistinct or in every way
the same 31
A conceptual distinction not necessarily implies a non-identity preceding every
act of the mind 35
– Objections against this view 38
– Clarification of the relevant conceptual distinction and reply to the objections 41
Art. 2 part 1: Are acts distinct on the basis of their objects? 46
– Distinguishing between intrinsic and extrinsic distinctions 48
– Four ways of distinguishing (extrinsically) between acts of the soul 49
– The acts of the soul are intrinsically and formally distinguished from each other
through their essences 53
– Conclusions concerning the distinction of acts according to remote genus 56
This distinction is not completely based on objects 57
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Nor is such distinction completely based on powers 58
Acts are distinguished on the basis of both powers and objects 64
– Conclusions concerning the distinction of acts according to proximate genus and
according to species 66
The distinction of acts according to proximate category is completely based on
objects, taken formally 66
The distinction of acts according to species is also completely based on objects 66
– Conclusions concerning the numerical distinction of acts 69
It is not completely based on powers 70
It is not completely based on objects 70
It is not completely based on powers and objects in combination 70
The numerical distinction of acts is based on powers or on a power as it connotes
something extrinsic by which the act is interrupted 71
Art. 2 part 2: Are powers differentiated according to their acts? 73
– The author’s view in five conclusions: the powers of the soul
Are not intrinsically and formally distinguished by acts 74
Are formally and intrinsically distinguished from each other through their
essences 76
Are not materially and extrinsically distinguished by their acts 78
Are distinguished materially and extrinsically by their proper and adequate
objects 80
Are distinguished through acts, in an indicative and telling way (manifestative et
declarative) 82
– Dispelling objections concerning the five conclusions 84–104
Art. 3 part 1: Are intellect andmemory really distinct powers? 105
– The view of Godfrey of Fontaines 106
Memory, which is one part of the image, is a power that is really distinct from
intellect 106
– Vargas’s view: Three claims to the contrary 107
In the intellective part [of the soul] there is truly and properly some [kind of]
memory 108
The agent intellect does not properly belong to the image 110
The agent intellect is a power that is really distinct frommemory 112
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– Refutation of Godfrey’s arguments 114
– The view of Giles of Rome, subscribed to by Vargas 117
Memory and intellect are the same power, one in reality but diverse according to
reason (una realiter diversa secundum rationem)
– Dispelling some objections 120
Art. 3 part 2: Are intellect and will really distinct? 125
– The view of Durand of St Pourçain 126
Intellect and will are really one principle of two subordinated acts
– Vargas’s opinion 131
Intellect and will are really distinct powers
– Reply to the arguments of Durand 134
Reply to the initial arguments 138
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Alphonsi Vargas Toletani
Quaestiones super libros AristotelisDe anima
Quaestio II.4
Utrum potentiae animae distinguantur inter se realiter
5 v 37a, C 33rb,
N 102rb
1 Consequenter quaeritur utrum potentiae animae distinguuntur inter se
realiter.
2 Et videtur quod non. Primo: quibus repugnat distinctio rationis, illis videtur
repugnare distinctio realis; sed potentiis animae repugnat distinctio rationis,
v 37bquae est minor | distinctione reali; ergo etc. Minor probatur quia: sicut se habet
10 distinctio realis ad entia rationis, ita se habet distinctio rationis ad entia realia;
sed distinctio realis repugnat entibus rationis; ergo distinctio rationis repugnat
entibus realibus. Sed potentiae animae sunt entia realia. Ergo etc.
3 Secundo probatur sic: sicut potest haberi ex dictis Philosophi in hoc secundo
et tertio, potentiae distinguuntur per actus, et actus per obiecta. Tunc arguo sic a
15 destructione consequentis: obiecta aliquarum potentiarum animae non distin-
guuntur realiter; ergo sunt unum et idem realiter; alimentum enim est obiectum
potentiae nutritivae et augmentativae et generativae, secundum Philosophum
secundo huius; ergo actus istarum potentiarum non sunt realiter distincti, et per
consequens nec potentiae.
5 consequenter] om. N | utrum] scientia add. N | distinguuntur] distinguantur C 7 videtur1]
pro primo add. C primo add. N | primo] quia C om. N | illis] eisdemN 7–8 videtur repugnare]
repugnat N 10 entia1] essentiam C | entia2] essentialia C 11 realis] rationis N | realis
repugnat entibus rationis ergo distinctio] om. (hom.) C | rationis1] realibus N | ergo] etiam add. N |
rationis2] realis N 12 realibus] rationis N | sed] om. N | etc.] non possunt distingui ratione N
13 secundo1 … sic] praeterea CN 13–14 in hoc secundo et tertio] in secundo et tertio de anima N
14 distinguuntur] dicuntur (?) N | arguo] arguitur N 14–15 a destructione] ad destructionem CN
15 consequentis] sequitur destructio antecedentis sed add. N 16 sunt unum et idem] nec actus
nec potentiae distinguuntur N | realiter2] consequentia patet antecedens patet de augmentativa
generativa et nutritiva quae sunt potentiae animae et tamen add. N | enim] quod N 17 potentiae
nutritivae et augmentativae et generativae] istarum trium est unum et indistinctumN | et1] om. C
17–19 secundum philosophum secundo … potentiae] om. N 18 realiter distincti] distincta realiter
C
13 Aristoteles,De Anima, 415a16–21 18 Aristoteles,De Anima, 416b10–15. Cf. Auctoritates: Potentiae
cognoscuntur per actus actus vero per obiecta (p. 179)
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4 In oppositum: illae potentiae sunt realiter distinctae quae ad diversos fines
C 33va ordinantur; potentiae animae sunt huiusmodi; ergo etc. | Maior et minor patent
de se.
5 In ista quaestione tria sunt videnda. Primum: utrum inter extrema realia, quo-
5rumutrumque est res, possit esse distinctio rationis; quod videtur tangere primum
argumentum, et erit etiam necessarium ad cognoscendam distinctionem aliarum
potentiarum animae. Secundum: utrum actus distinguantur per obiecta; et hoc
tangit secundum argumentum. Tertium est quod quaerit quaestio principalis.
Articulus primus
6 Quantum ad primam partem huius articuli dicunt quidam doctores quod
10inter duo entia realia nullo modo potest esse distinctio rationis; immo oportet
necessario quod ubi est distinctio rationis utrumque extremum esse ens rationis,
vel saltem alterum. Quod potest probari ex dictis suis quadrupliciter.
7 Primo sic: quandocumque aliquod subiectum condividitur alteri subiecto sic
ex opposito, quantum passio adaequata uni subiecto repugnat alteri subiecto,
15tantum e converso; sed ens reale et ens rationis condividuntur ex opposito; et
N 102va esse idem ratione et distingui ratione sunt passiones | adaequatae enti rationali,
sicut esse idem re et distinctum re sunt passiones adaequatae enti reali; ergo
quantum repugnat distinctio realis entibus rationis, tantum distinctio rationis
repugnat entibus realibus. Sed distinctio realis totaliter repugnat entibus rationis.
1 in oppositum] contra N 1–2 ad diversos fines ordinantur] ordinantur ad diversos fines C
4 tria sunt videnda] sunt tria videnda C erunt tres articuli N | primum] in primo videbimus N
5 est] vera add. N | rationis] secundum add. N | videtur tangere] tangit N 6 etiam] om. N |
cognoscendam] cognoscendum CN | distinctionem aliarum] quarum C genera N 7 secundum]
est add. C in secundo videbimus N | utrum] potentiae distinguuntur per actus et add. N |
distinguantur] om. N | et] quomodohabeat veritatem add. N | hoc] secundumquodN 8 tertium
est] in tertio articulo videbimus de illo N 9 primam… articuli] primum articulumN | doctores]
opinio aureoli necnon francisci demeyronis adn. inmarg. v 10 duo] om. CN 11 rationis1] quod add.
C ibi add. N | utrumque … ens] extrema sint entia N | esse] sit C 12 suis] eorumN 13 primo]
et praem. N | condividitur] cum dividitur N | alteri] altero C | sic] om. CN 14 quantum] om.
N | uni subiecto] om. C 15 reale] realem v 16 distingui] distinctum N | rationali] rationis
CN 17 distinctum] distincta CN | enti reali] entis realis N 18 quantum] distinguat add. N
18–19 distinctio rationis repugnat] repugnabit distinctio rationis N 19 rationis] corr. sup. lin. ex
realibus N
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Ergo distinctio rationis totaliter repugnabit entibus realibus. Maior est manifesta
de se. Quantum enim risibilitas repugnat equo, tantum hinnibilitas repugnat
homini. Minor videtur nota, quia per easdem differentias per quas dividitur ens,
dividitur et distinctio; sicut enim ens dividitur in ens reale et in ens rationis, ita et
5 distinctio dividitur; et per consequens, sicut distinctio realis adaequatur enti reali,
ita distinctio rationis adaequatur enti rationis.
8 Secundo ad idem: cui repugnat actus primus, eidem repugnat actus secundus
qui necessario praesupponit actum primum; sed distingui secundum rationem
est actus secundus qui necessario praesupponit esse secundum rationem; ergo cui
10 repugnat esse secundum rationem, et eidem distingui secundum rationem. Sed
C 33vbentibus realibus repugnat esse secundum rationem vel esse | rationis. Ergo etc.
Assumptum probatur nam quia si entia realia haberent esse rationis, dependerent
a ratione; hoc est inconveniens; ergo etc.
9 Tertio: illa entia realia quae ponuntur distingui secundum rationem vel sunt
15 extrema huius distinctionis ut res sunt, vel sunt extrema ut non res; si detur
primum, ergo distinguuntur ut res a re, et per consequens realiter, et non ratione;
si vero detur secundum, habetur propositum, quia distinctio rationis non est inter
extrema realia, ex quo extrema ut sic non sunt res.
10 Quarto: si distinctio rationis reperiretur in ente reali formaliter, sequeretur
20 quod praesupponeret potentiam in ipso reali ente per quam reciperetur in eo;
v 38aconsequens est falsum; ergo. Consequentia no-|-ta est, quia nihil recipitur in
aliquo nisi per potentiam receptivam illius. Falsitas consequentis probatur. Primo
1 rationis] corr. in marg. ex realis N | repugnabit] repugnavit C 2 de] per C | hinnibilitas]
ignibilitas N 4 in2] om. C | ita] similiter add. N 5 distinctio dividitur] inv. C | distinctio2]
re add. C 6 adaequatur] adaequabitur C 7 idem] arguitur sic add. C sic N | actus2] et N
9 praesupponit] supponit N 10 et eidem] eidem repugnabit CN 11 rationis] ens praem. N |
etc.] et distingui secundum rationem vel distinctione rationis N 12 quia] om. CN 13 hoc est
inconveniens] sed hoc est falsumN | etc.] om. N 14 tertio] arguitur sic add. C sic add. N | realia]
om. C | quae] sic add. C | vel] om. C 15 huius] om. C | non] nos C 16 ut] sicut N 17 vero]
om. N | quia] scilicet quod C | rationis] realis v tunc add. N | est] erit N 18 extrema ut sic] om.
N 19 quarto] arguitur add. C sic add. N | rationis] sic add. C 20 potentiam … ente] in ente
reali potentiamN | reciperetur] reperiretur C 21 ergo] et antecedens add. N | nota est] inv. N |
recipitur] reperitur N 22 probatur] patet C | primo] om. CN
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nam si ens rationis praesupponeret potentiam in ente reali, vel istam potentiam
diceremus realem vel rationis, quia cum primum ens rationis praesupponeret
potentiam, sequeretur quod ante primum ens rationis esset ens rationis, quod
implicat contradictionem. Item si potentia esset ens rationis, haberet esse recepti-
5vum et per consequens praesupponeret aliam potentiam, et sic esset processus in
infinitum; sed hoc est inconveniens; ergo. Nec potest dici quod talis potentia sit
realis, quia sequerentur duo inconvenientia. Primum est quod ens reale referretur
realiter ad ens rationis, cum potentia realis referatur realiter ad suum actum; quod
est impossibile, quia extrema relationis realis debeant esse realia. Secundum incon-
10veniens est quod ens rationis haberet esse receptum realiter in ente reali; quod
est absurdum, quia repugnat enti rationis recipi realiter. Assumptum probatur
quia potentia receptiva realis recipit realiter; recipere autem realiter arguit recipi
realiter, cum sint correlativa; et per consequens, si potentia recipit ens rationis
realiter, ens rationis recipietur realiter.
15N 102vb 11 Sed ista opinio non est consona dictis philosophorum nec rationi. Et quantum
ad istum articulum pono tres conclusiones. Prima est quod entibus realibus non
C 34ra re-|-pugnat identitas rationis. Secunda est quod entibus realibusnon repugnat esse
rationis. Tertium est quod sequitur ex istis: quod entibus realibus non repugnat
distinctio rationis; et per consequens inter duo extrema realia poterit esse distinctio
20rationis.
12 Prima conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: quibus non repugnat unitas
specifica, illis non repugnat unitas sive identitas rationis; sed entibus realibus
non repugnat unitas specifica; ergo etc. Maior nota est, quia unitas specifica, ut
1 nam] quia N | potentiam1] receptivam add. N 2 quia] non rationis praem. N 3 potentiam] ens
rationis tunc praesupponeret aliud ens rationis N | sequeretur … esset] et sic primum ens rationis
non esset primumN 4 contradictionem] om. N | item] iterum C 5 in] ad C 7 quia] tunc
add. N 9 debeant] debent CN 9–10 secundum … quod1] secundo C 11 rationis] rationi v |
realiter] cum sint correlativa add. N 14 ens rationis] iter. C | recipietur] reciperet C reciperetur
N | realiter2] quod non videtur dicendum add. N 15 sed] quia add. N | non] videtur nec add. C |
et] ideo CN 16 quod] in add. C 16–17 entibus realibus … rationis] entibus realibus non repugnat
(esse del.) rationis identitas C identitas rationis non repugnat entibus realibus N 17–20 secunda
est quod … distinctio rationis] om. N 18 tertium] tertia C 19 duo] om. C | poterit] potest C
21 prima] ista N | probatur] sic add. N | primo] et praem. N 22 illis] eidem C eisdemN | unitas
sive] om. C 23 nota est] inv. CN
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probatum est in primo articulo tertiae quaestionis primi libri, est unitas rationis.
Etiam hoc concedit unus istorum doctorum, scilicet Aureolus. Minor patet de se,
nam Sortes et Plato sunt duo extrema realia, et tamen eis non repugnat unitas
specifica, immo eis competit necessario.
5 13 Secundo: quibus non repugnat habere unitatem sive identitatem entis, non
repugnat habere unitatem sive identitatem rationis; sed Deo et creaturae et
quibuscumque entibus realibus non repugnat habere praedictam unitatem; ergo
etc.Maior est nota, quia ratio entis non est realis sed solumrationis, sicut probatum
fuit tertio articulo quaestionis praecedentis, et conceditur ab aliquo istorum
10 doctorum, scilicet a Francisco deMayronis. Minor patet de se. Quare etc.
14 Et confirmatur ista conclusio per Damascenum et Commentatorem. Dicit
enim Damascenus,De fide orthodoxa, libro primo capitulo secundo: ‘oportet autem
scire quod aliud est re considerare, et aliud ratione et cogitatione; igitur in omnibus
creaturis hypostasis omnino re consideratur; re enim Petrus a Paulo consideratur
1 tertiae] praecedentisN | tertiae quaestionis] inv. C | primi libri] om. N 2 etiam] etN | istorum
doctorum] inv. C | aureolus] petrus praem. C 4 immo] sed N | eis] om. N 5 secundo] sic add.
N | sive identitatem] in ratione CN | entis] illis add. CN 6 habere … identitatem] unitas sive
identitas CN 7 quibuscumque] quibuslibet N | habere praedictam unitatem] praedicta unitas C
unitatem in ratione entis N 8 est nota] inv. N | ratio] unitas N | sicut] ut N 9 fuit] est N |
tertio] in C | tertio articulo quaestionis praecedentis] in quaestione praecedenti articulo secundo (?)
N | aliquo] alio N 9–10 istorum doctorum] inv. C 10 patet de se] per se est nota N | quare etc.]
om. N 11 conclusio] opinio C 12 de fide orthodoxa] om. CN | secundo] undecimo C secundo (?) N
13 re considerare] inv. CN | ratione et cogitatione] cogitatione sive ratione C ratione contingit N
14 creaturis] creatis C | omnino] om. N 14–202.1 consideratur separatus] consideratus separate C
2 Petrus Aureolus, Scriptum 1.8, p. 3 s. 23, n, 142sqq.: Quod impossibile est dari distinctionem
secundum quid quin aliquod distinctorum sit ens secundum quid. 10 Franciscus deMayronis,
Quodlibet 6.15: Secunda conclusio: quod distinctio rationis in entibus realibus esse non potest; quia
sicut distinctio realis est adaequata enti reali, ita rationis distinctio enti rationis; et ideo sicut
distinctio realis repugnat enti rationis, ita videtur repugnare distinctio rationis enti rationi eadem
ratione (Venetiis, 1520, f. 237va). 12 Damascenus,De Fide Orthodoxa, cap. 8: Oportet scire quod aliud
est re considerari, et aliud ratione et cogitatione. Igitur, et specialius, in omnibus quidem creaturis
hypostaseondivisio in re consideratur (in re enimPetrus a Paulo separatus consideratur), communitas
autem et copulatio, in intellectu tantum, ratione et cogitatione consideratur (intelligimus enim
intellectu quoniam Petrus et Paulus unius sunt naturae, et communem unam habent naturam);
neque enim hae hypostases in se invicem sunt, sed unaquaeque est singulatim partita, id est
secundum rem separata (Ed. Buytaert, pp. 42–43).
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separatus; communitas autem horum seu collectio ratione et cogitatione conside-
ratur; intelligimus enimintellectuquoniamPetrus et Paulus eiusdemsuntnaturae
et communem habent naturam; unusquisque enim illorum animal rationale est
et mortale.’ Et subdit: ‘haec igitur communis natura ratione est considerabilis.’
5Haec Damascenus. Commentator, duodecimoMetaphysicae dicit: ‘universalia apud
Aristotelem sunt collectio ex particularibus ab intellectu, qui accipit inter ea simi-
litudinem et facit ea unam intentionem.’ Est igitur identitas rationis in rebus
naturalibus sive realibus.
15 Secunda conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: quibus non repugnat
10C 34rb identitas rationis, | non repugnat esse rationis; sed entibus realibus non repugnat
identitas rationis, ut probatum est in prima conclusione; ergo etc. Maior probatur
nam quibus repugnat actus primus, eis repugnat secundus qui de necessitate
v 38b sequitur ad | primum; sed identitas rationis est actus secundus qui necessario
praesupponit esse rationis; ergo quibus repugnat esse rationis, eis repugnat
15identitas rationis. Tunc arguitur adestructione consequentis: quibusnon repugnat
identitas rationis, nec eis repugnat esse rationis. Minor huius rationis probatur
1 communitas] quidditas N | communitas autem horum] aut (seu autem) quidditates eorum
C | collectio] copulatio CN | cogitatione] contractione N 3 enim illorum animal] illorum
animal enim C | est] om. C 4 communis natura] inv. C | ratione est considerabilis] est rationis
considerare C aliter (?) ratio est considerabilis rationis est consideratae N 5 damascenus] et add.
N | commentator] corr. sup. lin. ex aristoteles N | dicit] om. C inquit N 5–6 universalia … sunt]
apud aristotelem universale est N 6 sunt] est C 7–8 rebus naturalibus sive] duabus naturis
CN 8 realibus] om. C 9 conclusio] est ista quod entibus realibus non repugnat esse rationis
add. N | primo] et praem. N 10 rationis1] illis add. C eisdem add. N 11 ut … conclusione]
om. N | etc.] non repugnat esse rationis consequentia patet cumminori per ea quae dicta sunt in
praecedenti conclusione N | maior] autem add. N 12 nam] om. N | eis repugnat] et C et add.
N 13–15 identitas … identitas rationis] entibus realibus repugnat actus primus ergo et secundus N
13 qui] quod C 14 eis repugnat] et C 15 arguitur] sic add. N | a destructione] ad destructionem
C 16 nec eis] eisdem nonN | eis repugnat] om. C | rationis2] sed entibus realibus non repugnat
unitas rationis ergo nec esse rationis add. N | huius rationis] probata est in quaestione praecedenti
articulo primo N | probatur] et add. N
5 Averroes,Metaphysica 12 Comm. 4: Universalia enim apud Aristotelem sunt collecta ex particu-
laribus in intellectu qui accipit inter ea consimilitudinem et facit eam unam intentionem (Ed.
Junt. Vol. 8, Venetiis 1562, f. 292D). Cf. Auctoritates: Apud Aristotelem ipsa universalia sunt collecta a
particularibus ab intellectu qui concipit inter ea similitudinem et facit ex eis unam intentionem
(p. 138)
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N 103raper eos nam, sicut distinctio rationis est secundus actus | qui praesupponit
esse rationis, ita et identitas rationis ad esse rationis secundum ipsosmet; sed
identitas realis necessario praesupponit esse reale; ergo identitas rationis necessario
praesuponit esse rationis; et haec erat minor.
5 16 Secundo: quibus non repugnat esse cognitum, esse conceptum, esse intellec-
tum, non repugnat esse rationis vel esse secundum rationem; sed entibus realibus
non repugnant praedicta; ergo etc. Maior patet de se, quia esse cognitum, esse con-
ceptum, esse intellectum, non possunt esse nisi entia rationis, cum sint a ratione
et non possunt esse nisi a ratione. Minor de se nota est, nam entia realia secundum
10 suam realitatem vere habere possunt esse cognitum, esse intellectum, esse con-
ceptum; alias nulla realitas esset nobis cognita, et per consequens nulla scientia
esset de rebus; quae videntur omnia inconvenientia.
17 Et confirmatur haec conclusio per Commentatorem, septimoMetaphysicae, qui
dicit quod res habent duplex esse: unum in anima et aliud extra animam. Et per
15 consequens res quaecumque potest habere esse reale extra animam et esse rationis
in anima; hoc autem est esse cognitum, conceptum et intellectum.
1 nam] quia N 2–4 ad esse rationis …minor] est secundus actus qui praesupponit esse rationis
quia sicut distinctio rationis est passio adaequata enti rationis ita et identitas rationis est passio
adaequata enti rationis praeterea probatur illa maior quia sicut se habet identitas realis ad esse reale
ita identitas rationis ad esse rationis sed identitas realis praesupponit esse reale ergo identitas rationis
praesupponit esse rationis et sic patet illa minor N 3 necessario1] om. C 5 secundo] sic add. N |
non repugnat] om. C | cognitum] quidditativum C | esse conceptum esse] et N 5–6 conceptum
esse intellectum] intellectivum esse conceptum C 6 non] eisdem praem. N 7 cognitum]
quidditativumC 7–8 conceptum esse intellectum] intellectivum esse conceptumC intellectum
esse conceptumN 9 minor] etiam add. N 10 vere habere possunt] vere habent C possunt habere
verumN 10–11 cognitum… conceptum] conceptum quidditativum et intellectivum C conceptum
et esse cognitumet intellectumN 11 alias] aliter C | nobis] a praem. N 12 quae… inconvenientia]
quod est inconveniens N 13 et] om. N | haec conclusio] ista ratio N | septimo] duodecimo
CN | metaphysicae] commento 36 add. N 13–14 qui dicit] dicentem N 14 habent] habet N
15 potest] possunt N 16 hoc autem est] et hoc esse est C | cognitum conceptum et intellectum]
quidditativum et intellectivum C quod vocatur esse rei diminutum add. N | conceptum] om. N
13 Averroes,Metaphysica 12 Comm. 36: Et habet duplex esse: in anima et extra animam… v.g. quoniam
balneum duplicem habet formam: in anima et extra animam (Ed. Junt. Vol. 8, Venetiis 1562, f. 318I)
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18 Tertia conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: quibus non repugnat identitas
rationis, non repugnat distinctio rationis; sed entibus realibus, sicut patet ex
prima conclusione, non repugnat identitas rationis; ergo nec distinctio. Maior
patet sic: quandocumque aliquod subiectumcondivisumalteri subiectohabet duas
5passiones quarum una non est magis adaequata quam alia, nec maiori necessitate
sequitur subiectum quam alia, una illarum non est magis communicabilis quam
alia; sed distinctio rationis et identitas rationis sequuntur ens rationis condivisum
enti reali; et distinctio rationis non est passio magis distincta aut adaequata,
C 34va nec maiori necessitate | sequitur ens rationis quam identitas rationis; ergo non
10magis est incommunicabilis enti reali distinctio rationis quam identitas rationis.
Maior patet isto modo ex terminis. Minor patet, nam sicut se habet distinctio
et identitas realis ad ens reale, ita se habet distinctio et identitas rationis ad ens
rationis; sed distinctio realis nonmaiori necessitate nec magis adaequate sequitur
ens reale quam identitas realis; immo secundum doctrinam istorum doctorum
15identitas realis maiori necessitate sequitur subiectum quam distinctio realis; nam
numquam res potest absolvi a sua identitate reali; absolvitur tamen a distinctione
reali; namponitur inter aliqua realia non-identitas realis, amota omni distinctione
reali; ergo distinctio rationis non maiori necessitate nec magis adaequate sequitur
ens rationis quam identitas rationis. Patet igitur illa minor, et per consequens tota
20ratio.
19 Secundo: quibus non repugnat esse rationis, nec distinctio rationis; sed
entibus realibus non repugnat esse rationis, ut patet ex secunda conclusione;
1 tertia conclusio] quae sequitur ex praecedentibus est ista quod entibus realibus non repugnat
distinctio rationis et per consequens inter duo extrema realia potest esse distinctio rationis ista
conclusio add. N | primo] et praem. N 2–3 sicut … conclusione] ut dicit prima conclusio N
3 distinctio] rationis add. C rationis repugnabit add. N 4 patet] probatur N | sic] quia C |
quandocumque] est add. C 5 est] om. C 6 estmagis] inv. C | communicabilis] incommunicabilis
C 8 passio magis] inv. C | distincta aut] nec magis C om. N | adaequata] enti rationis quam
identitas rationis add. N 9 quam identitas rationis] una quam alia N 10 magis est] inv.
C magis erit N | incommunicabilis] communicabilis N 11 maior] huius rationis add. N |
isto modo] om. N | patet2] autem probatur N 12 et identitas1] identitatis N | et identitas2]
identitatis N 13 rationis] per convenientem similitudinem add. N | nec magis adaequate] om.
N 14 realis] nec magis sibi adaequatur add. N 14–18 immo secundum doctrinam … reali] om. N
16 absolvitur] absolute C 18 ergo] a simili add. N | maiori necessitate nec] om. N | adaequate]
om. N 19 rationis1] nec magis sibi adaequatur add. N | rationis2] om. C 21 secundo] sic add. N
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ergo etc. Maior probatur sic: quibus non repugnat actus primus, nec repugnat
actus secundus qui de necessitate sequitur ad primum; sed esse rationis est actus
primus ad quem necessario sequitur distinctio rationis; ergo quibus non repugnat
N 103rbesse rationis, nec repugnat distinctio rationis. | Et sic patet maior. Minor huius
5 probationis patet per oppositummaioris secundae rationis ipsorum. Minor patet
per eos, nam propria passio de necessitate sequitur suum subiectum; sed distinctio
rationis secundum eos est propria passio entis rationis; ergo ad esse rationis
sequitur necessario distinctio rationis. Et sic patet minor, et per consequens tota
ratio.
10 20 Et confirmatur haec conclusio per Commentatorem, duodecimoMetaphysicae,
v 39adicentem: ‘intellectus potest dividere unita in re et divisa adunare.’ | Tunc peto:
quomodo intellectus potest unita dividere et adunare divisa? Vel realiter, vel
secundum rationem. Non realiter, quia hoc non spectat ad intellectum; ergo
secundum rationem. Et sic extrema realia possunt habere distinctionem rationis.
15 21 Restat respondere ad rationes istorum doctorum. Cuius gratia sunt duo
notanda. Primum est: quae est illa distinctio rationis quae est passio adaequata
enti rationis? Secundum: an distinctio rationis sit in extremis realibus subiective.
C 34vb22 Propter primum est advertendum quod distinctio | rationis est duplex:
quaedam quae immediate est a ratione fabricata, quaedam quae immediate oritur
20 ab extremis rationis; et talis est distinctio rationis quae est inter genus et speciem
et alia entia rationis; talis namque distinctio non est a ratione nisi quia fundata
in ratione, et etiam ea ex quibus nascitur sunt a ratione. Et si quaeratur quae
1 ergo etc.] igitur nec distinctio rationis N | probatur] patet C | nec] illis add. C 1–2 repugnat
actus] om. N 3 quem] quamN 4 nec] non C | minor] et praem. CN 5 probationis] rationisN |
patet] om. N | secundae] om. C 7 rationis2] om. C | esse] ens add. N 8 et2] om. N 10 duodecimo
metaphysicae] commento 38 C commento 39 N 11 dicentem] om. C | potest dividere] enim
est dividere C dividit N | in] om. CN | re] om. C | adunare] reunit N 12 quomodo] om. N |
potest unita] inv. CN 14 et sic] ergo C | rationis] quamvis aliquam habeant priorem illa add.
N 15 restat] nunc add. C igitur add. N | sunt duo] inv. C 16–17 primum … rationis] in marg.
N 16 est1] om. N 17 secundum … subiective] om. N 18 propter … advertendum] primo
notandum est N 19 quaedam1] quia quaedam est N | est a ratione fabricata] fabricata est a ratione
N 21 non] iter. C | fundata] fundamenta C 22 in ratione et etiam ea] et C om. N | quibus] quo C
10 Averroes,Metaphysica 12 comm. 39: … intellectus enim natus est dividere adunata in esse in ea ex
quibus componuntur quamvis non dividuntur in esse (Ed. Junt. Vol. 8, Venetiis 1562, f. 322M)
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istarum distinctionum rationis sit passio adaequata enti rationis, dico quod illa
quae oritur immediate ab extremis rationis, sicut distinctio realis, quae immediate
oritur ab extremis realibus, est passio adaequata enti reali. Illa autem distinctio
rationis quae immediate fabricatur ab intellectu non est passio adaequata enti
5rationis; et ista talis, ut probatum est, ita bene reperitur inter extrema realia sicut
inter extrema rationis. Cuius ratio est quia talis distinctio rationis immediate
fabricatur ab intellectu ex eo quod comparatur idem ad se ipsum et ex eo quod
⟨intellectus⟩ apprehendit aliqua diversa ut diversa sunt; sed ita bene intellectus
potest comparare ens reale ad se ipsum sicut ens rationis, et ita bene potest
10apprehendere entia realia diversa ut diversa sunt sicut entia rationis; et ideo talis
distinctio rationis ita benepotest competere entibus realibus sicut entibus rationis.
23 Quantum ad secundum est advertendum quod distinctio rationis quae
immediate nascitur ab extremis rationis nullomodohabet esse in entibus realibus.
Talis enim distinctio est in extremis rationis, sicut distinctio realis, quae oritur
15ab extremis realibus, est in extremis realibus. Distinctio autem rationis quae
fabricatur immediate a ratione, secundum intentionem doctorum ponentium
distinctionem rationis inter extrema realia, non est in extremis illis subiective, sed
tantum terminative, et talia sunt obiecta rationis. Et hoc non obstante verum est
dicere quod inter extrema realia est distinctio rationis, et verehabentdistinctionem
20rationis. Cuius ratio est quia, si actus primus dicitur vere competere alicui, non
obstante quod non insit ei subiective sed tantum obiective et terminative, et actus
secundus qui sequitur ad actum primum dicitur vere competere eidem, si solum
insit ei obiective et terminative; sed res vere habent esse conceptum, esse cognitum,
esse intellectum, dato quod ista non insint eis subiective, sed solum obiective,
25terminative et denominative; ergo etc.
1 rationis1] om. C | sit] est CN | adaequata enti] entis adaequata C 2 oritur immediate] inv. N |
realis] est add. C 3 enti reali] entis realis N 4 ab intellectu] per intellectum C per rationem
N 5 et ista] ita C quia N | ita] aeque N 6 rationis2] om. CN 7 ab intellectu] per intellectum
C | comparatur] operatur C | et] ideo CN | ex eo2] om. C 8 ita bene intellectus] intellectus ita
bene C intellectus aeque bene N 11 sicut] et add. N 12 est advertendum] videndum est an
distinctio rationis sit in extremis realibus subiective pro quo est notandum secundo N 15 ab]
ex N | est … realibus2] om. (hom.) C | extremis] entibus N 16 fabricatur immediate] inv. CN |
intentionem] distinctionem C 18 et1] ut CN | verum] om. C 21 non insit ei] ei non insit N
22 secundus] etiam add. N | dicitur vere] inv. N | competere eidem] illi competere N 23 insit ei]
inv. N | habent] habet C | conceptum] conceptivum C | esse2] om. N | cognitum] cognitivum C
24 esse] et praem. C et N | intellectum] cognitivum et intellectivum C | eis] ei C
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N 103va
C 35ra
24 His praenotatis, fa-|-cile est respondere ad rationes contrarias.
Ad primum: dico quodminor, sub sensu sub quo fit, est falsa, quia distinctio
rationis quae immediate est a ratione fabricata, non est adaequata enti rationis;
sed distinctio rationis quae immediate oritur ab extremis rationis ⟨est adaequata
5 entibus rationis⟩, ut dictumest. Et de hoc bene concedo quodnonpotest competere
entibus realibus. Sed non sequitur ‘distinctio rationis quae oritur ab extremis
realibusnon convenit entibus realibus, ergonec distinctio rationis quae immediate
a ratione fabricatur,’ quia in talimodo arguendi committitur fallacia consequentis,
ut si dicatur ‘non est homo, ergo non est animal.’
10 25 Ad secundum: cum dicitur ‘cui repugnat actus primus, ei necessario secundus
etc.’, conceditur quod eodemmodo repugnat actus secundus quomodo ei repugnat
actus primus. Ad minorem: cum dicitur quod esse rationis entibus realibus
v 39brepugnat, patet per secundam conclusionem quod non est verum. Et ta-|-men
notandum quod esse rationis competere enti reali potest intelligi tripliciter.
15 Uno modo quod esse rationis competat enti reali quidditative; alio modo quod
competat sibi subiective et fundative; tertio quod competat sibi obiective et
terminative. Primis duobusmodis concedo eis quod esse rationis non competit enti
reali, quia tunc bene sequeretur quod dependeret a ratione, sicut ipsi arguebant;
tertio autemmodo nullum est inconveniens; immo necessarium est esse rationis
20 competere extremis realibus. Et ideo peccat ista ratio, sicut et prima, per fallaciam
consequentis.
1 praenotatis] praelibatis N | respondere … contrarias] rationibus alterius opinionis respondere
N 2 primum] primam CN ergo add. C | sub] in N 5 hoc] hac CN 7 realibus] rationis N |
convenit] competit N 7–8 immediate a ratione fabricatur] immediate fabricatur ab intellectu N
8 quia] quod C | consequentis] quia arguitur ab inferiori ad superius negative add. N 9 dicatur]
dicereturN 10 ei] eidemC | ei necessario secundus] om. N 11 conceditur] illamaior uniformiter
videlicet add. N | ei] om. N 12 actus] om. N | ad] et praem. CN | minorem] hoc C | quod] om.
N 12–13 entibus realibus repugnat] repugnat entibus realibus C 13 patet] secundum quod
praem. C | secundam conclusionem] inv. N | conclusionem … non] conclusionem (?) quod (?) non
repu del. C | verum] et per commentatorem add. N | et] est C 14 notandum] advertendum CN |
intelligi] esse C | tripliciter] dupliciter CN esse rationis competit enti reali dupliciter adn. in marg. C
15 enti reali] sibi C 15–16 quod competat sibi] om. C 16 et1] sive C | fundative] fundamentaliter
N 17 eis] om. N 17–18 esse … reali] enti reali repugnat esse rationis N 17 competit] competat
C 18 ratione] ens reale add. N 19 tertio] sed praem. N | autem] om. CN | modo] competere
esse rationis enti reali add. N | est1] sequitur C | necessarium est] est necessarium videlicet quod N
20 competere] competat N
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26 Ad tertium: cumdicitur ‘illa entia realia aut sunt extremadistinctionis rationis
ut sunt res aut ut non sunt res,’ dico quod nec istomodo, nec illo modo. Nam si
entia realia essent extrema talis distinctionis ut sunt res, nihil posset distingui
ratione nisi esset res; si autem essent extrema talis distinctionis ut non sunt res,
5cum ista reduplicatione numquam res posset distingui ratione, cuius oppositum
est probatum.
27 Et si dicatur quod ista sunt contradictoria, dico quod non est verum, quia
utraque est affirmativa. Nam negatio non cadit supra verbum principale, sicut si
diceretur ‘homo vel est albus quidditative vel est non albus quidditative’, istarum
10C 35rb utraque est falsa, quia, | sicut albedo non est de quidditate hominis, ita nec
negatio albedinis; sed si dicatur ‘homo vel est albus quidditative vel non est albus
quidditative,’ tunc concedendum est necessario alterum membrorum, scilicet
quod non est albus quidditative. Et ita dico in proposito. Entia enim realia non
sunt extrema distinctionis rationis, nec ut sunt res nec ut sunt non res, quia ambae
15sunt affirmativae. Prima quidem est affirmativa de praedicato finito, secunda
vero affirmativa de praedicato infinito sive de praedicato negato, ut patet secundo
Perihermeneias. Si autem quaeratur de qua reductione entia realia sunt extrema
distinctionis rationis, dico quod ut comparata ad rationem sive ut habent esse
rationis, quod sibi non repugnat, ut patuit superius.
2028 Ad quartum: cum dicitur quod si distinctio rationis fundaretur in entibus
realibus, quod praesupponeret potentiam receptivam per quam reciperetur in
N 103vb eis, dico quod ista ratio procedit ex falsa imaginatione. | Imaginatur enim quod
1 cum dicitur] quando arguitur N | illa] alia v an C aut N | aut] seu ut (?) C om. N | rationis] aut
add. (necnon del.?) C 2 isto modo nec illo] illo nec isto C | modo2] om. N 4 ratione] a praem.
N | esset] quod sit C sit N | essent extrema talis distinctionis] om. C 5 cum ista reduplicatione]
om. C 7 contradictoria] et contradictoria de quolibet dicuntur divisive add. N | quod non est
verum] negando quod sint contradictoria N 8 utraque] illarum propositionum add. N | nam]
quia N 9–10 istarum utraque] inv. C utraque istarum affirmativarumN 12 necessario alterum
membrorum] alterum membrum necessario N 13 dico] est C 15 de] iter. v 16 vero]
est N | affirmativa] om. C | praedicato1] om. C | de praedicato2] om. C | secundo] in libro CN
17 perihermeneias] capitulo primo adn. in marg. v | reductione] re dicuntur N 18 ut1] om. CN |
sive] sui C suamN 20 quartum] argumentum add. N | cum] om. C
17 Aristoteles, Perihermeneias, 16a29
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distinctio rationis fundetur subiective in extremis realibus, quod non est verum,
ut dictum est; sed solum fundatur in eis obiective sive terminative. Et ideo
oportet solum dare in ipsis extremis realibus potentiam ad esse cognitum et
ad esse obiectum et esse terminatum. Haec autem potentia nihil aliud est
5 quam conceptibilitas, sicut potentia ad esse visum est visibilitas. Et ideo ratio-
nes istae, quamvis prima fronte habeant apparentiam aliquam, in rei veritate
nihil concludunt. Et sic patet quid sit dicendum ad primam partem huius arti-
culi.
29 Quantum ad secundam partem huius articuli, utrum videlicet distinctio
10 rationis in quacumque re arguat necessario aliquam distinctionem vel non-
identitatem praeviam omni actu intellectus in ipsa re vel, quod idem est, utrum
conceptibilitas movens ipsum intellectum ad concipiendum diversa de eadem re
arguat necessario aliquam distinctionem vel non-identitatem in re ipsa praeviam
omni actu intellectus. In hac difficultate hoc ordine procedam: primo namque
15 dicam illud quodmihi videtur; secundomovebo quaedamdubia circa dicta, quibus
solutis, erit finis huius articuli.
30 Primo quidem quantum ad hoc pono duas conclusiones. Prima est quod de
C 35vaeadem | re penitus indistincta vel omnibus modis eadem possunt haberi diversi
conceptus, accipiendo ‘conceptum’ pro ente rationis; namsecus esset si loqueremur
20 de conceptu reali ex parte rei se tenente. Secunda conclusio est, quae sequitur quasi
v 40aad istam, quod distinctio rationis non ne-|-cessario arguit distinctionem aliquam
sive non-identitatem praeviam omni actu intellectus in re ipsa.
2 solum] om. C | sive] seu C 4 obiectum] obiectivum CN | et] vel N | esse2] om. C |
terminatum] terminativum CN 5 potentia] visus add. C | ideo] om. C 6 fronte] forte C |
habeant] habeat C | apparentiam aliquam] inv. C 7 huius] om. C 7–8 articuli] haec est
secunda pars huius articuli add. C 9 articuli] quaeritur add. C 10 aliquam distinctionem] inv. C
11 praeviam] primam v prioremN | re] ex natura rei add. N 12 conceptibilitas] conconceptibilitas
v conceptus N | concipiendum] considerandumN 13 aliquam] om. C | praeviam] praevia vC
prioremN 14 actu] actui v | intellectus] et ad hoc dico quod non add. N | in hac difficultate] om.
C et ad hoc declarandumN | primo namque] nam C nam primo N 17 primo … hoc] quantum
ad id quodmihi videtur N | quantum ad hoc] om. C 18 omnibusmodis eadem] idem omnibus
modis ex natura rei N | eadem] idem C | possunt] possint C 20 conceptu reali] ente reali seu
conceptu C | tenente] tenentis vCN 20–22 secunda conclusio est … ipsa] om. N 21 necessario
arguit] inv. C
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31 Prima conclusio probatur tripliciter. Primo sic: si de quacumque re haberi
possunt diversi conceptus praedicati et subiecti, de eadem re haberi possunt diversi
conceptus praedicati et diversi conceptus subiecti, accipiendo ‘conceptum’ pro
ente rationis. Ista patet, quia conceptus praedicati et conceptus subiecti sunt
5conceptus rationis sive entia rationis, et sunt ab invicem secundum rationem
distincti; praedicatum enim distinguitur a subiecto saltem secundum rationem;
sed in eadem re quantumcumque simplici et indistincta et quantumcumque
sibi ipsi identificata possunt haberi conceptus praedicati et subiecti; ergo etc.
Minor patet, dicendo ‘Deitas est Deitas’, hoc est, praedicatum et subiectum; et
10similiter possumus dicere de quacumque re, si esset adhuc magis sibi idem quam
Deitas, quod tamen est impossibile; immo quanto res magis esset sibi idem, tanto
propositio esset verior.
32 Secundo sic: de quacumque re possunthaberi conceptus confusus et distinctus,
communis et proprius, possunt haberi diversi conceptus, accipiendo ‘conceptum’
15pro ente rationis; sed de quacumque re quantumcumque simplici et indistincta
possunt haberi tales conceptus; ergo etc. Maior patet sicut maior primae rationis.
Minor probatur nam accipio unam rem; vocetur A: aut A est sibi omnibus modis
idem aut non, per regulam contradictionis. Si dicatur quod sic, habeo propositum;
1 prima] ista N | conclusio] sic intellecta add. N | primo] et praem. N | si] om. N 1–2 haberi
possunt1] inv. CN 2 diversi1] om. N 2–3 de eadem re … subiecti] om. (hom.) C 2 haberi
possunt2] inv. N 3–4 praedicati … rationis] modo prius dicto N 4–6 ista patet … rationem] om. N
4 conceptus2] om. C 5 sive] seu C | ab] ad vN 6 enim] om. C | secundum] per C 7 in eadem]
de quacumque CN | quantumcumque1] om. N | simplici] simplex C 7–8 et quantumcumque
sibi ipsi identificata] penitus ex natura rei et idem sibi omnibusmodis N 8 ipsi] om. C | etc.] om.
C consequentia est clara cummaiori quia conceptus praedicati et subiecti sunt plures conceptus
rationis et sunt distincti quia subiectum ut est ens rationis non est praedicatum ut est ens rationis
immo ratione distinguuntur cum sint entia rationis add. N 9 patet] vero probatur quia N | hoc]
sed idem C | hoc … subiectum] bonitas est bonitas et sic de similibus licet subiectum quantum ad
rem significatam sit penitus idem ex natura rei cum re importata per praedicatum constat tamen
expresse quod praedicatum non est subiectum formaliter nec e converso N 9–10 et similiter … re]
et sic est dicendum de omnibus aliis N 10–11 si esset … impossibile] om. N 10 magis sibi] inv. C
11 tamen] om. C | res … idem]magis praedicatum quantum ad remmagis identificatur subiecto
N | magis] om. C | esset] est C | tanto] magis add. N 12 propositio] praedicatio N | esset] est
CN 13 possunt] de qua potest C | distinctus] indistinctus C 14 et] seu C | proprius] de illis
add. C 14–15 accipiendo … rationis] modo superius expresso N 15 quantumcumque] om. CN |
indistincta] ex natura rei add. N 16 tales conceptus] conceptus confusus et distinctus proprius et
communis N | etc.] om. C 17 accipio] accipiendo N | a2] b C 18 regulam] extrema CN
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nam de ista A possunt haberi conceptus confusus et proprius si cognoscatur sub
N 104raratione entis, | et distinctus si cognoscatur sub ratione propria; et pari ratione
possunt haberi conceptus communis et proprius.
33 Si vero dicatur quod A sit idem realiter, distinctum formaliter, accipio unam
5 illarum formalitatum, et petam de illa sicut petebam de toto A. Si dicatur quod
illa formalitas est sibi omnibus modis idem, habetur propositum, quia adhuc de
illa possunt haberi praedicti conceptus, quia vel formalitas est nihil, vel potest
concipi sub ratione entis et consimili ratione propria, ut puta sub ratione talis
C 35vbformalitatis. Si vero detur secundum, videlicet quod illa formalitas adhuc habet |
10 aliquam non-identitatem ex parte rei, accipiam, sicut prius, unum extremum
illius non-identitatis, et petam de illa sicut petebam de tota formalitate; ergo
erit processus in infinitum in entibus realibus, quia realitates sunt formalitates
reales per ponentes eas; aut erit standum inprimis, videlicet quodde quacumque re
penitus indistinctapoterunthaberi praedicti conceptus; sedprocessus in infinitum
15 est vitandus.
34 Tertio: de quibuscumque possunt haberi conceptus explicitus et implicitus,
magis notus et minus notus, de eodem possunt haberi diversi conceptus, acci-
1 ista] istoCN | confusus et proprius] confusi et proprii C confusus et distinctusN | si cognoscatur]
quia potest concipi N 2 entis] et sic habetur conceptus confusus et communis add. N | et
distinctus si cognoscatur] et potest concipi N | propria] et talis entis add. N 2–3 pari ratione
possunt haberi conceptus communis] habetur conceptus distinctus N 3 possunt] potest
C 4 quod] quamvis add. C | a] licet N | realiter] tamen add. C sibi ipsi add. N | distinctum]
distinguitur C | distinctum formaliter] non tamen est idem sibi ipsi formaliter ut videtur aliquibus
si sic dicatur arguo sic N 5 petam] peto C | illa] illo C | petebam] quaerebam C 6 omnibus
modis idem] idem omnibus modis ex natura rei N 6–7 adhuc de illa] de illa adhuc C de illa
formalitate adhucN 7 haberi] adhuc (?) add. N | praedicti] diversi add. C distincti N | conceptus]
sicut de a dictum est add. N 7–9 quia vel … formalitatis] nam talis formalitas potest concipi sub
ratione entis in communi et sic habetur conceptus eius communis et confusus vel sub ratione propria
et talis formalitatis et sic habetur conceptus eius proprius et distinctus N 8 consimili] modo sub
add. C | sub2] om. C 9 videlicet] scilicet N 9–10 illa formalitas … parte] non est idem sibi illa
formalitas omnibus modis ex natura N 11 illius non-identitatis] talis distinctionis N | petam
de illa … formalitate] arguam sicut prius aut N | illa] illo C 12 erit] esset C 12–15 entibus
realibus … vitandus] ergo add. C distinctionibus ex natura rei vel tandem oportebit devenire ad
aliquod simpliciter indistinctum et sibi idem omnibus modis ex natura rei de quo tamen poterunt
haberi plures conceptus et sic illa minor est vera cum tota ratione N 13 per] propter (?) C | per
ponentes] proponentes v | ponentes eas] …?… C 14 penitus] videlicet C 16 tertio] sic add.
N | quibuscumque] quocumque CN | possunt] potest C | explicitus et implicitus] implicitus et
explicitus CN 17 eodem] illis C
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piendo ‘conceptum’ pro ente rationis; sed de eadem re omnimode sibi eadem et
indistincta possunt haberi praedicti conceptus; ergo etc. Maior est nota, sicut
praecedentes. Minor probatur quia definitio et definitum sunt penitus idem, nec
distinguuntur realiter nec formaliter, cum completa definitio includat quidquid
5realitatis et formalitatis est ipsius, alias non esset definitio completa; et tamen de
definitione et definito habentur praedicti conceptus, quia conceptus definitionis
est explicitus et magis notus conceptu definiti, et e converso; ergo etc.
35 Secunda conclusio probatur tripliciter. Primo: cui non repugnat diversitas con-
ceptuum, non repugnat distinctio rationis; sed uni et eidem rei quantumcumque
10simplici et indistinctae non repugnat diversitas conceptuum; ergo. Minor patet ex
prima conclusione. Maior etiam patet, quia cui non repugnat prius, nec posterius
quoddenecessitate sequitur ad primum; sed ad diversitatemconceptuumsequitur
necessario distinctio rationis, cum conceptus distinguantur ratione; ergo.
36 Secundo: cui non repugnat esse extrema relationis rationis, ei non repugnat
15v 40b esse extremum vel extrema distinctionis rationis; sed | uni et eidem rei quantum-
cumque simplici et indistinctae non repugnat esse extremum vel extrema relatio-
nis rationis; ergo. Maior nota quia, sicut relatio realis praesupponit distinctionem
sive non-identitatem realem in suis extremis, ita relatio rationis praesupponit
N 104rb distinctionem | sive non-identitatem rationis in suis extremis. Minor nota est
20secundum Aristotelem, quintoMetaphysicae, ubi dicit quod quaelibet res fundat
identitatem ad se ipsam, quae est relatio rationis; ergo etc.
1 conceptum] conceptus vC | ente rationis] ratione entis C conceptu rationis N 1–2 omnimode …
indistincta] simplicissima N 2 etc.] om. C 2–3 sicut praecedentes] om. N 3 minor] et praem.
N | quia] om. N 4 completa] perfecta C 5 realitatis] respectus v | est] om. N | tamen] om.
N 6 habentur] habenti C | quia] cum C 7 est] sit C | conceptu] quam sit conceptus N |
et e converso] om. N | ergo etc.] om. C 8 conclusio] est quod distinctio rationis non necessario
arguit distinctionem aliquam sive non-identitatem praeviam omni actui intellectus in re ipsa add.
N | tripliciter] et add. N | primo] sic add. CN 9 non] eidem praem. N | distinctio] definitio C
10 indistinctae] omnibus modis ex natura rei add. N | ergo] etc. add. N 11 prima] praecedenti N |
conclusione] seu quaestione (?) C 12 quod] quia C 13 distinguantur] seu distinguatur (?) C | ergo]
om. C 14 secundo] sic add. N | ei] eidemN 15 extremum vel] om. N | distinctionis rationis] inv.
C | eidem] idemN 16 simplici] non repugnat add. N | extremum vel] om. N 17 ergo] etc. add.
N 18–19 realem … non-identitatem] om. (hom.) C 19 sive non-identitatem] om. N | extremis]
om. C | minor] etiam add. N | nota est] inv. N 20 secundum] per C 21 ergo etc.] om. C
20 Aristoteles,Metaphysica, 1018a8–9, 1021a30–32,1021b2–3
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37 Tertio: distinctio minor non arguit necessario distinctionemmaiorem; sed
distinctio rationis est minor distinctione reali vel non-identitate reali; ergo. Maior
patet de se nam si distinctio minor necessario arguat maiorem, tunc distinctio
C 36raformalis arguet realem, quod tamen negant illi | qui forte tenent oppositam
5 conclusionem. Minor nota est ex terminis.
38 Sed contra istas conclusiones arguitur ab aliquibus sic: cui repugnat prius,
repugnat posterius quod necessario praesupponit prius; sed rei sive realitati omni-
mode simplici et indistinctae repugnat diversitas conceptuum, quam praesuppo-
nit necessario distinctio rationis; ergo rei repugnat distinctio rationis. Maior nota.
10 Minor probatur tripliciter. Primo sic: idem manens idem semper facit idem in
effectu, et per consequens in conceptu, secundoDe generatione; et per consequens
de re simplici et indistincta, cum scilicet permaneat idem, non poterunt diversa
concipi.
39 Secundo: quando intellectus concipit diversa de re simplici sive habet de ea
15 diversos conceptus, vel terminatur ad unum vel ad plura; si ad plura, habetur
propositum; si adunum, tuncnon erunt diversi conceptus, quiaunumintellectum
non causat nisi unum conceptum.
40 Tertio: illud necessario requiritur ad distinctionem conceptuum quod est
totalis causa illius diversitatis, patet de se; sed diversitas in obiecto est totalis
20 causa diversitatis in conceptu. Minor probatur quia, sicut se habet obiectum ad
1 tertio] sic add. N | arguit necessario] de necessitate arguit N 2 non-identitate] non-identitati
C | ergo] etc. add. N 3 necessario] om. C de necessitate N | arguat] argueret CN | maiorem]
distinctionem praem. N 4 arguet] argueret CN | tamen] om. CN | forte] om. N | oppositam]
opinionem seu add. C 4–5 oppositam conclusionem] inv. N 5 nota est ex terminis] patet de se N
6 arguitur] arguunt N | ab aliquibus] om. C quidamN 7 sive realitati] reali C 7–8 omnimode]
omni v omni et N 8 quam] quod C 8–9 praesupponit necessario] inv. N 9 ergo … rationis] om.
(hom.)C | rei] ei N | repugnat] repugnabitN | maior] est add. N 10 primo] et praem. N 11–13 et
per consequens de re … concipi] sed res simplex et indistincta sempermanet idem ergo semper facit
idem in effectu et in conceptu et per consequens semper facit eundem conceptum non diversum
N 12 scilicet permaneat] sempermaneat C | poterunt] potest C 14 intellectus] conceptus C |
habet] habeat C 16 unum intellectum] unus intellectus C 17 causat] facit C 18 tertio] sic add.
N 19 patet] ut praem. CN 20 conceptu] ergo etc. add. N | quia] nam C
11 Aristoteles,DeGeneratione, 336a27–28. Cf. Auctoritates: Idemmanens idem semper aptum natum
est facere idem (p. 170)
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conceptum, ita distinctio in obiecto ad distinctionem in conceptu; sed si non esset
obiectum, non esset conceptus; ergo si non esset distinctio in obiecto, non esset
distinctio in conceptibus; ergo etc.
41 Ad istas rationes per ordinem est dicendum. Cuius gratia est advertendum
5quod ista distinctio rationis quae immediate fabricatur a ratione aliquo modo
oritur a natura rei; nec tamen propter hoc debet vocari distinctio ex natura rei,
nam nullam distinctionem vel non-identitatem ponit in re ipsa; et ideo non debet
dici distinctio ex natura rei prout dividitur contra distinctionem rationis. Oritur
autem ista distinctio, si vere dicatur, uno duorummodorum: aliquando oritur
10ex natura rei necessitantis, aliquando ex natura rei non repugnantis, cum non
repugnat naturae rei concipi diversimode; et talis est distinctio definitionis et
definiti, quia non repugnat rei explicite et implicite concipi. Hoc supposito, dico
ad rationes.
42 Ad primam: cum dicebatur ‘cui repugnat prius, et posterius etc.,’ concedatur.
15Sedminor est falsa, sicut patet ex prima conclusione.
43 Ad probationes. Ad primam: cum dicitur ‘idemmanens idem etc.,’ dico quod
C 36rb illa propositio dupliciter intelligi potest. Uno modo praecipue potest intelligi |
quod idemsemper faciat idem, id est eadem, siveunumsiveplura. Et iste intellectus
verus est. Et ideo, licet obiectum sit unum et idem, poterit tamen ex se diversos
20N 104va conceptus sive actus causare, id est movere | intellectum ad tales conceptus, vel
1 ita] se habet add. CN | in conceptu] conceptuumC 3 conceptibus] conceptu CN | ergo etc.] om.
C 4 per ordinem est dicendum] est dicendum per ordinem C | cuius gratia] et primo quoad (ad
N) primam CN 6 oritur] videtur C | a] ex CN | nec tamen … rei] om. (hom.) C 7 nullam] ullam
v 8 dividitur] distinguitur CN | distinctionem] distinctionis N 9 si vere dicatur] a re N |
uno duorummodorum] duobus modis N | aliquando oritur] aut C unomodo N 10 aliquando]
aut C alio modo N | repugnantis] scilicet add. N 10–11 non repugnat naturae rei] naturae rei
non repugnat N 11 repugnat] repugnet C | diversimode] diversis modis C 12 explicite et
implicite] implicite et explicite N 14 dicebatur] dicitur N | etc.] quod de necessitate sequitur ad
primum add. N | concedatur] conceditur C concessa maiori N 15 sed] dico quod N | sicut] ut
C 16 probationes ad] probationemN | ad primam] om. C 17 illa … potest] hoc est dupliciter C
ista est duplex N | praecipue] om. CN 18 idem1] unum CN | idem2] nota distinctionem illius
propositionis quod idemmanens idem semper facit idem adn. inmarg. C | idem id est eadem] unum
et idem idem respectu eiusdem C | id est] et N | plura] idemmanens idem intelligitur dupliciter
adn. in marg. C 19 verus est] inv. N | ex se] hoc non obstante N 19–20 diversos conceptus sive
actus causare] causare diversos conceptus sive actus N
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ex natura rei necessitantis, vel ex natura rei non repugnantis, ut dictum est; sed
semper idem obiectummovebit intellectum ad eosdem conceptus, et non ad alios;
ergo ratio non concludit.
44 Ad secundum: cum dicitur ‘vel intellectus terminatur ad unum, vel ad plura,’
5 dico quod terminatur adunumtantumrealiter, plura autemaequipollenter. Cuius
v 41agratia est | advertendum quod non est inconveniens, immo necessarium, unum
et idem sumi pluribus modis; unde ex parte rei aequipolleat in virtute pluribus
rebus. Divina namque essentia est omnibus modis una et eadem, et aequipollet
in virtute omnibus rebus creatis, immo extendit se ad facta et ad possibilia fieri;
10 plura enim potest facere divina essentia exsistens una quam omnia creata facta et
possibilia fieri quantumcumque diversa; et ideo divina essentia, quae realiter est
una, potest dici, ut patet, aequipollenter plura. Hoc etiam reperitur in creaturis.
Una enim anima intellectiva exsistens formaliter in corpore humano aequipollet
virtute distinctis rebus; tantum enim facit ipsa sola quantum facerent anima
15 vegetativa et sensitiva si essent in composito; potest igitur ista anima dici una
realiter, plura autem aequipollenter. Et ita est in proposito, quia idem unum
obiectum simpliciter unum est, plura aequipollenter, quia vel de natura sua
intellectum necessitat ad diversos conceptus ita perfecte sicut esset distinctum
secundum se vel a se realiter; vel saltem non repugnat concipi diversis conceptibus
20 et distinctis, ut dictum est. Et cum dicitur quod unum intellectumnon causat nisi
1 rei1] iter. v | sed] om. C 2 idem] om. C unumN 3 ergo] et sic N 4 secundum] secundam
probationemN | dicitur] arguitur N | intellectus] conceptus C | terminatur] tantum add. N |
unum] realiter add. N 5 quod] movebitur et add. N | tantum] om. N | realiter] ad add. C et
praecise add. N | plura autem] sed terminatur ad plura N 7 sumi] sive CN | pluribus] omnibus
CN | unde] corr. ex unum C unum N | rei] iter. v | aequipolleat] aequipollere C aequivalere N
8 namque] enimN | essentia] natura N | omnibus … eadem] una et eadem sibi omnibus modis ex
natura rei N | eadem] idem C | et2] tamen add. CN 9 omnibus rebus creatis] om. vC | extendit
se ad] excedit CN | ad2] om. CN 10 enim] non C | quam] quod C | creata] et add. C | creata
facta] inv. N 11 quantumcumque] quaecumque CN 12 creaturis] creatis C 14 virtute] in
praem. N | facerent] om. C facit N 15 vegetativa et sensitiva] sensitiva et vegetativa C | et] om.
N | in composito] compositae N 15–16 dici … aequipollenter] una exsistens pluribus aequipollere
in causando N 16 realiter] om. C | plura autem aequipollenter] aequipollenter vero plura C
16–17 quia … est] quod illud est unum obiectum simpliciter et C quod illud obiectum simpliciter
unum est N 17 quia] et praem. C | vel] om. CN 18 necessitat] terminat N | ita perfecte] om.
N | sicut] ut si C ac si N 18–19 distinctum… a se] plura obiecta N 19 a] ad vN | repugnat] sibi
add. N 19–20 concipi … distinctis] quod intellectus circa ipsum fabricet distinctos conceptus N
20 unum] obiectum sive add. N | intellectum] intelligibile C
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unum conceptum, dico quod falsum est, si illud unum sit plura aequipollenter.
Quod patet, quia tale unum potest causare plura in effectu, ergo multo fortius in
conceptu.
45 Ad tertium: negatur minor; est enim falsa simpliciter. Et propositio nulla est,
5quia, ut dictum est, licet non possit esse aliquis actus sive conceptus nisi obiectum
C 36va aliquo modo sit, tamen possunt esse diversi conceptus sine distinctione ali-|-qua
in obiecto; et ideo non est verum quod, sicut se habet obiectum ad actum, ita
distinctio in obiecto ad distinctionem in conceptu. – Patet igitur iste articulus.
Articulus secundus
46 Restat nunc videre utrum actus distinguantur per obiecta, et potentiae per
10actus. Iste secundus articulus, sicut praecedens, continet duo dubia: primum est
utrum actus distinguantur per obiecta; secundum est utrum potentiae distin-
guantur per actus.
47 Quantum ad primam partem huius articuli hoc ordine sic procedetur. Nam
primo praemittam quasdam distinctiones necessarias ad propositum concluden-
15dum; secundo iuxta membra istarum distinctionum ponam aliquas conclusiones
quas confirmabo aliquibus rationibus.
48 Propter primumest advertendumquod, sicut specificatio est duplex, quaedam
intrinseca, quaedam extrinseca, ut patet in primo articulo primae conclusionis
1 unum] om. C 2 ergo] om. N 4 tertium] tertiam probationem N | est … simpliciter] nam
falsa sumit C nam falsa est simpliciter N | propositio] in proposito N 7 ad actum] adaequatum
vC 8 distinctionem] in actu et add. N | conceptu] et ideo nego similitudinem add. N | patet
igitur iste articulus] et sic patet iste articulus C quare etc. N | articulus secundus] iste est secundus
articulus iste est secundus articulus C om. N 9 restat] quantum ad secundum articulum praem. C
quantum ad secundum articulum principalem praem. N | restat nunc videre] videndum est N |
nunc] om. C 10 iste … dubia] et dividitur iste articulus in duas partes N | primum est] nam
in prima parte videbimus N 11 distinguantur] distinguuntur C | secundum est] in secunda
videbimus N 13 sic] om. C | procedetur] procedam C proceditur N 14 praemittam] praemitto
CN 14–15 propositum concludendum] inv. N 16 confirmabo … rationibus] rationibus probabo
N 17 propter] quantum igitur ad N | advertendum] notandum N | specificatio est duplex]
duplex est specificatio alicuius habitus sive actus N | quaedam] una N 18 intrinseca] extrinseca
C | quaedam] alia N | extrinseca] intrinseca corr. ex extrinseca C 18–217.1 ut patet … libri] om. N
18 conclusionis] quaestionis C
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primi libri, ita suo modo est duplex distinctio: quaedam intrinseca, quaedam
extrinseca. Intrinseca distinctio dicitur quando aliqua res distinguitur ab alia per
aliud quod est de intrinseca ratione sui, eo modo quo aliqua species substantiae
distinguitur ab alia per differentiam specificam quae est de intrinseca ratione
5 N 104vbipsius. Et haec distinctio intrinseca oritur ex | principiis constitutivis intrinsece
et formaliter. Extrinseca autem distinctio dicitur illa quae est quando aliqua res
distinguitur ab alia per aliquod quod non est nec pertinet ad rationem intrinsecam
ipsius, eo modo quo una propria passio, ut puta risibilitas, distinguitur ab alia,
ut puta ab hinnibilitate, quia distinguitur ab ea per subiectum, quod tamen non
10 est de intrinseca ratione ipsius. Et haec distinctio extrinseca oritur ex principiis
constitutivis extrinsece et materialiter; specificatur enim propria passio specifica-
tione extrinseca per subiectum, et ideo distinguitur extrinsece per ipsum. Haec
autem distinctio dicitur extrinseca, non quia res in se non vere distinguatur, sed
quia distinguitur per aliud quod est extra rationem ipsius. Et hoc modo dicebatur
15 specificatio extrinseca, ut supra patuit. Haec igitur distinctio est ad propositum,
necessaria et prima.
v 41b49 Secunda vero distinctio est de distinctione actuum. Cuius gratia est ad-|-
vertendum quod de ipsis actibus animae, de quibus praesens est dubitatio, si bene
attendamus, invenimus quadruplicem distinctionem. Primo quidem invenitur
20 C 36vbdistinctio secundum genus remotum, scilicet in acti-|-bus distinctum, secundum
1 suo modo] similiter N | distinctio] dupliciter distinctio adn. in marg. C | intrinseca] et add. N
2 distinctio dicitur] inv. N | res] non add. N 3 aliud] aliquid CN | de] extrinseca ratione eius sed
per aliquid quod est de add. N 3–4 intrinseca ratione sui … intrinseca] om. (hom.)N 3–5 sui eo
modo … ratione ipsius] om. C 5 intrinseca] dicitur intrinseca quia N | ex] propriis add. N 6 quae
est] om. CN 7 aliquod] aliquid CN | nec … intrinsecam] de intrinseca ratione N 8 quo] quod C
8–9 distinguitur … hinnibilitate] ab ignibilitate distinguitur N 9 ut puta] scilicet C | ab1] om.
C | quia distinguitur ab ea] om. N | subiectum] suum add. N 9–10 tamen non est de intrinseca
ratione] est extra rationem formalemN 10 ipsius] et sic e converso add. N 11 enim] autem C
13 res in se non vere] vere res in se C res in se vere non N | distinguatur] distinguantur C | sed]
ideo add. N 14 distinguitur] distinguuntur C | est extra rationem] non est de intrinseca ratione C
15 specificatio] distinctio C | ut supra patuit] ut supra C om. N 15–16 ad propositum necessaria
et prima] necessariamultum ad propositum nostrum concludendumN 17 de distinctione] om.
C | actuum] ad invicem add. CN 18 actibus] accidentibus N | animae] et add. C | praesens est
dubitatio] est praesens dubitatio C 19 attendamus] nota bene ubi invenitur distinctio adn. in marg.
C | invenimus] inveniemusN | quadruplicem] quaduplicem v | primo] prima CN | invenitur]
reperitur CN 20 distinctio] om. CN | distinctum] distinctivumN
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quod possumus dicere quod actus unius potentiae distinguitur ab actu alterius
potentiae, puta actus qui est intelligere distinguitur ab actu qui est velle vel
sentire, et sic de aliis. Voco autem istam distinctionem secundumgenus remotum,
non quod isti actus non sint in eodem praedicamento, sed quia habent maiorem
5distinctionem quae potest esse inter actus ipsius animae, ut patet intuenti.
50 Secundo invenitur distinctio in actibus animae secundumgenuspropinquum,
secundum quem modum actus unius potentiae potest esse distinctus ab actu
eiusdem potentiae, dummodo illi actus sint obiectorum diversorum generum,
quia isto modo distinguuntur actus intelligendi colores ab intellectu saporum.
10Voco istam distinctionem secundum genus propinquum, quia non est ita magna
sicut prima; isti namque recipiuntur in eadem potentia. Et tamen est maior quam
specifica; quod patet, nam magis differunt actus intelligendi colorem et actus
intelligendi saporem quam actus intelligendi unum colorem differat ab actu
intelligendi alium colorem. Cum ergo ista sit specifica, scilicet ultima differentia
15de coloribus, et illa sit maior ista, relinquitur quod sit distinctio secundum genus;
et quia non est magna sicut prima, potest dici secundum genus propinquum.
51 Tertio invenitur distinctio secundum speciem; qui modus aliqualiter iam
tactus est, puta: actus intelligendi album specie differt ab actu intelligendi nigrum
specie, et sic de aliis distinctis solum specie.
1 actu] actibus N 2 puta] ut praem. CN | vel] et C 3 aliis] (?) C 4 quod] quia C | sint]
sunt C | maiorem] maximam C 5 quae potest esse] om. C quae possit haberi N | inter actus]
in actibus CN 6 secundo invenitur distinctio] secunda distinctio invenitur N 7 secundum
quemmodum] quemadmodum CN | potentiae] personae C 8 eiusdem] alterius C | potentiae]
personae C | obiectorum] circa obiecta CN 9 intellectu] actu C actu intelligendi N 10 voco]
autem add. N | genus] proprium sive add. N 11 tamen est] non est v non C est (sup. lin.) non
N 12 specifica] potest esse add. N | colorem] colores CN | et actus] ab actu N 12–13 actus
intelligendi] om. C 13 saporem] sapores CN | quam] duo add. N 13–14 unum… colorem] colores
distinctos N 13 colorem] quod add. C 14 colorem] om. C 14–16 ergo … propinquum] igitur
actus intelligendi duos colores distinctos specie differant specie ergo duo actus intelligendi colorem
et saporem differunt plus quam specie et sic genere ad minus propinquo N 14 scilicet ultima]
om. C 15 relinquitur] ergo add. C 17 qui modus] quod iam C | iam] om. CN 18 tactus] tacta
C | puta] ut praem. N | album] qui add. C | album specie … nigrum] albedinem et nigredinem
differunt N 19 specie1] om. C | aliis] actibus add. N | distinctis] differentibus C | solum] om. C
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52 Quarto modo invenitur distinctio in actibus animae secundum numerum;
qui modus nunc dictus est, puta quia actus intelligendi album in isto tempore
differt ab actu intelligendi album in alio tempore. Quod probo quia constat quod
isti actus habent aliquam distinctionem; aut ergo specificam, aut numeralem; non
5 specificam, quia sunt in eadem potentia et respectu eiusdem obiecti secundum
N 105raspeciem; ergo numeralem. | – Isti ergo quattuor modi distinctionis principales in
actibus animae sunt. Et quamvishabeantmultosgradus, omnes tamenreducuntur
in istos quattuor tamquam ad principales.
53 His ergo praemissis, cum quaeritur utrum distinctio actuum sit ab obiectis,
10 pono quattuor conclusiones. Nam si quaeratur de distinctione intrinseca pono
unam conclusionem, videlicet quod actus ipsius animae distinguuntur se ipsis et
per essentias suas intrinsece et formaliter.
C 37ra54 Haec conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: per quod aliquid constituitur |
in esse specifico et intrinsece et formaliter, distinguitur ab aliis intrinsece et
15 formaliter; sed actus potentiarum animae constituuntur in esse specifico se ipsis
et per essentias suas formaliter et intrinsece; ergo etc. Maior est nota de se, quia
idem est principium constitutivum et distinctivum.Minor patet, nam nullum
extrinsecum potest esse formale constitutivum et intrinsecum alicuius rei.
1 modo] om. N | invenitur distinctio] inv. C 2–3 qui modus … in] et isto modo differunt actus
intelligendi obiectum unum numero uno tempore et alio, ut puta actus quo intelligo nunc sortem
differt numero solum ab actu quo intelligo eundem sortem N 2 est] om. C | quia] om. C
3 intelligendi album] tali C | quod probo] et quod hoc sit verum patet N | constat quod] om. CN
4 isti] illi duo N | distinctionem] ut patet add. N 6 speciem] immo et secundum numerum add.
N | numeralem] est distinctio numeralis etc. N | quattuor] om. N | distinctionis] distinctionum
C 7 et] om. N | reducuntur] adducuntur C 8 in] ad N | quattuor] modos add. N | ad] om.
C | principales] principaliores N 9 cum] om. C | quaeritur] in quaestione qua quaerebatur
N 10 pono1] ergo add. C | conclusiones] alphonsus ponit quattuor conclusiones adn. C | nam
si quaeratur] et si quaestio intelligit N 11 unam] istamN | videlicet] om. N | distinguuntur]
non distinguuntur ex obiectis sed N | ipsis] formaliter add. N 12 essentias suas] essentiam suam
C | intrinsece] intrinsecas N | et formaliter] om. N 13 haec] om. C ista N 14 et intrinsece] om.
CN | et2] om. N | formaliter] formali C | distinguitur] per illud formaliter praem. N 14–15 ab
aliis intrinsece et formaliter] intrinsece et formaliter ab omnibus aliis N 14 intrinsece] om. C
16 etc.] om. C | de] per CN 17–18 nam… rei] quia actus intellectus est formaliter constitutum in
esse suo specifico absque omni extrinseco concurrente in ratione constitutivi intrinseci licet effective
dependeat a causa extrinseca ergo N 18 constitutivum] om. C
220 chapter 8
55 Secundo sic: accipio illud per quod tales actus ab invicem distinguuntur,
quidquid sit illud, et peto: vel illud tale est eis intrinsecum vel extrinsecum? Si
intrinsecum, habetur propositum. Si extrinsecum, sequitur evidens contradic-
tio; nam illud quod distinguitur ab alio per aliquod extrinsecum, distinguitur
5extrinsece et non intrinsece; nos autem ponimus quod distinguatur intrinsece;
ergo evidenter implicatur; et sic relinquitur primum principale.
56 Si autem quaeratur de distinctione extrinseca, tunc secundum membra
secundae distinctionis pono plures conclusiones. Si enim quaestio quaerat de
distinctione extrinseca actuum animae secundum genus remotum, pono duas
10conclusiones.
57 Prima est quod distinctio actuum secundumgenus remotumnon est totaliter
v 42a ab obiectis. Haec conclusio probatur una | ratione sic: illa distinctio quae necessario
praesupponit distinctionem formalem potentiarum, non est totaliter ab obiectis;
distinctio actuum secundum genus remotum est huiusmodi; ergo. Minor patet
15per iam dicta de distinctione actuum secundum genus remotum. Maior videtur
nota, nam si talis distinctio actuum esset totaliter ab obiectis, posita distinc-
tione obiectorum, poneretur talis distinctio actuum secundum genus remotum,
sive tales actus essent eiusdem potentiae sive non, quod falsum est ad intelligen-
dum.
2058 Secunda conclusio est quod talis distinctio non est totaliter a potentiis. Quod
probatur sic: illa distinctio quae necessario praesupponit distinctionem obiecto-
rum formalemnon est totaliter a potentiis; sed distinctio actuumsecundumgenus
remotum est huiusmodi; ergo etc. Maior patet sicut praecedens. Minor videtur
1 ab] ad vN | invicem] intrinsece add.N 2 tale] om.N 5 non] om. C | ponimusquod] quaerimus
de illo per quod N | distinguatur] distinguitur CN 6 implicatur] implicat C contradictio add.
N | et sic relinquitur] relinquitur ergo C | relinquitur … principale] patet prima conclusio N
7 secundummembra] iuxta secundummembrumN 8 plures] om. CN | si enim quaestio] aut
aliquis C si enim quis N 9 extrinseca] om. CN | remotum] et sic add. C | duas] tres v 9–10 duas
conclusiones] inv. N 12 obiectis] obiecto N | haec] ista C | una ratione] om. N | sic] tali C
13 formalem] formaliter v 15–17 maior videtur nota … remotum] om. (hom.) N 16–17 esset
totaliter … actuum] om. (hom.) C 18 falsum est] inv. C | ad] om. C 22 formalem] formaliter C
23 etc.] om. CN
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nota pro tanto, quia diversi actus genere remoto differentes non possunt terminari
ad idem obiectum sub eadem ratione formali, ut suppono ad praesens (probabitur
enim inferius, Deo dante); ergo.
59 Sed contra istam conclusionem est quidam reverendus doctor, qui dicit quod
5 distinctio actuum secundum genus remotum est totaliter a potentiis. Responsio
fundamentalis ipsius est quia isti actus, ut dicit, habent tantam distinctionem
C 37rbquantum ad potentias quod nullo modo | possunt esse actus unius potentiae; et
N 105rbtamen possunt esse actus unius obiecti; nam unam et eandem | rem possunt
intelligere; et per consequens talis distinctio debet reduci in causam in ipsas
10 potentias, et non in aliquid aliud.
60 Haec autem conclusio non videtur mihi totaliter vera, ut patebit in conclu-
sione immediate sequenti. Talis distinctio est aliquomodo ab obiecto, quamvis
non totaliter. Et ideo arguo contra fundamentum huius doctoris ex fundamen-
tis suis. Et quando ipse dicit quod duo actus genere remoto differentes possunt
1 diversi] divisi C 2 idem] om. C | sub … formali] secundum eandem rationem formalemN |
suppono] supponitur N | ad praesens] pro nunc cum sit sententia quasi communis omnibus N
2–3 probabitur … ergo] om. N 3 enim] om. C 4 istam] ultimam add. N | conclusionem]
opinionem C | doctor] adversatur huic conclusioni magister gerardus senensis ordinis eremitarum
divi augustini primo sententiarum distinctione prima adn. in marg. v geraldus de senis in primo
distinctione prima quaestione tertia articulo secundo arguit contra hanc opinionem adn. C | qui
dicit] dicens C 5 secundum genus remotum] genere remoto differentium C | est] iter. C |
responsio] ratio N 6 ipsius] om. C | quia] quod CN | dicit] dicitur N | distinctionem] naturae
add. C 7 quantum] om. C | quantum ad potentias] in natura N 8 nam] (?) N 9 intelligere] et
velle add. C potest causare actum suum in intellectu et in sensu N | in causam] in causas scilicet
C om. N 10 in] obiectum nec add. N | aliquid] aliquod CN 11 conclusio] opinio N | vera]
confutatio atque impugnatio fundamenti praefati doctoris adn. inmarg. v alphonsus contra geraldum
…?… arguit adn. C 12 talis] quia praem. N | quamvis] licet N 13 huius] istius C | doctoris]
doctorum C 14 quando ipse] maxime contra hoc quod N | ipse] om. C | differentes] distincti N
3 Alphonsus Vargas, QDA 3.3.1: Utrum unum et idem sub eadem ratione formali sit obiectum
intellectus et voluntatis (Venetiis 1566, p. 92a) 4 Gerardus Senensis, In primum Librum Sententiarum,
d. 1, q. 3 art. 2: Constat autem quod isti actus tantam habeant distinctionem quantum ad potentias
quod tamen possunt esse actus unius obiecti; nam unam et eandem rem possumus intelligere,
sentire et velle. Distinctio ergo ista cum sit maior et principaliter [principalior?] illa quam habeat
ab obiectis debet reduci tamqum in causam in ipsas potentias per quas maxime distinguuntur
secundum genus (Patavii 1598, p. 100a).
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esse unius obiecti: vel intelligit quod possunt esse unius obiecti materialiter
sumpti, non tamen formaliter; aut intelligit quod possunt esse unius obiecti for-
maliter sumpti. Si intelligit primomodo, nihil videtur facere ad propositum. Nam
bene conceditur quod ad talem distinctionem ipsorum actuum non requiritur
5distinctiomaterialis in obiectis. Potest enim una et eadem res intelligi et diligi sub
eadem rationemateriali; requiritur tamen ad hanc distinctionem formalis distinc-
tio obiectorum, sive ista formalitas se teneat materialiter ex parte rei, et formaliter
et completive ex parte intellectus, quia de hoc videbitur aliquid in tertio huius.
Si autem intelligit secundomodo, videturmihi repugnare dictis suis. Ipse enim
10dicit in eodem articulo quod isti actus genere remoto differentes distinguuntur
etiam specie, quia omnia quae differunt genere differunt etiam specie. Et ideo dicit
quod, quamvis sua distinctio secundum genus remotum sit a potentiis, sua tamen
distinctio secundum speciem est ab obiectis.
61 Tunc arguo: aut isti actus respiciunt unum et idem obiectum secundum
15unam et eandem rationem, aut non. Si sic, non poterunt distingui specie ab
obiectis, quia unum obiectum secundum eandem rationem formalem non potest
esse ratio distinctionis specificae ipsorum actuum, ut patet etiam per eum,
scilicet in eodem articulo. Si vero dicatur quod isti actus non respiciunt idem
obiectum secundum eandem rationem formalem, erit repugnantia in dictis suis,
20et habeo propositum.Nam si ita est, distinctio actuum secundumgenus remotum
necessario praesupponit distinctionem formalem obiectorum; et per consequens
non est totaliter a potentiis.
1 possunt] possint C | unius2] eiusdemN | materialiter] formaliter C 2 non tamen formaliter]
om. C | aut] vel CN | intelligit quod possunt esse] om. C | unius] eiusdemN 2–3 formaliter]
materialiter C 3 intelligit …modo] intelligatur de obiecto materialiter sumpto C | videtur facere]
om. N | nam] si autem intelligit formaliter sic C 4 quod] quia C | ipsorum] om. CN 5–6 sub …
materiali] om. CN 6 formalis] formaliter C 7 materialiter] om. C | rei] sive fundamentaliter ex
parte rei add. CN 8 aliquid] om. CN | in tertio huius] alibi ubi inquiretur utrum idem sub eadem
ratione formali possit esse obiectum voluntatis et intellectus de quo tractatur communiter in tertio
de anima N 9 dictis] in praem. N 10 distinguuntur] differunt N 11 etiam2] et C 12 quod] om.
C 14 arguo] sic add. N 15 poterunt] poterit C 16 secundum] unam et add. N 18 scilicet] om.
CN 19 secundum] unam et add. N 20 ita] ista N 21 obiectorum] in obiectis N 22 non] om v
8 Alphonsus Vargas, QDA 3.3.1: Utrum unum et idem sub eadem ratione formali sit obiectum
intellectus et voluntatis (Venetiis 1566, p. 92a)
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62 Item istemet doctor in eadem quaestione sequenti dicit quod obiectum, si
C 37vacompararetur ad diversas potentias, puta ad voluntatem et | intellectum, in ratione
moventis obiicit se eis sub alia et alia ratione; et ponit exemplum de obiecto
fruitionis.
5 62a Hoc supposito, arguo sic: distinctio actuum non solum praesupponit obiec-
tum in ratione moventis, immo de necessitate in ratione terminantis; sed in
v 42bratione terminantis obiicit se po-|-tentiis sub alia et alia ratione; ergo distinctio
actuum praesupponit in obiecto aliam et aliam rationem, et per consequens non
erit totaliter a potentiis. Minor est sua. Maior nota est, quia actus non habent esse
10 completum antequam terminentur ad obiectum, et per consequens non habent
esse distinctum, quia esse distinctum praesupponit esse, sicut actus secundus
praesupponit primum.
63 Item si isti actus terminantur ad obiectum sub alia et alia ratione, non est bene
dictum quod unum et idem obiectum sub alia et alia ratione possumus intelligere
15 et velle. Hoc igitur non videturmihi totaliter verum, salva reverentia. Teneo igitur
sicut prius quod talis distinctio non est totaliter a potentiis.
N 105va64 Tertia conclusio est quod ad huiusmodi distinctionem ipsorum actuum
concurrunt potentiae et obiecta formaliter sumpta tamquamduae causae partiales
componentes sive facientes unam causam totalem; est igitur talis distinctio
20 actuum a potentiis et obiectis formaliter sumptis.
1 sequenti] om. N | obiectum si] inv. CN 2 compararetur] comparetur CN 5 supposito]
praesupposito N | arguo] arguitur N 8 rationem] formalem add. N 9 maior] et praem. CN |
nota est] inv. C est vera N 10 antequam] nisi C | terminentur ad obiectum] habeant obiectum
prout terminat N | ad] in C 13 item] iterum C | terminantur] terminentur C | ad] in C 14 et
alia] om. v | possumus] possimus C possemus N 15 hoc … reverentia] salva igitur reverentia sua
hoc mihi non videtur verum videlicet quod talis distinctio sit totaliter a potentiis N 16 sicut
prius] conclusionem primam N | talis] totalis C | talis distinctio] inv. N 17 huiusmodi] om.
CN | actuum] non add. (necnon del. N) CN 18 et] corr. ex animae N | duae] om. CN | partiales]
principales N 19 sive] seu N | talis] om. N 20 et] ab add. C
1 Gerardus Senensis, In primum Librum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 3 art. 3: Respondeo per duas conclusions.
Prima est quod comparando obiectum fruitionis ad istas duas potentias in ratione moventis sic
obiicit se eis sub alia et alia ratione. Secunda est quod si comparatur ad istas potentias in ratione
terminantis sic obiicit se eis sub alia etalia ratione (Patavii 1598, p. 102ab).
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65 Haec autem conclusio, quamvis aliqualiter pateat ex praecedentibus, pro-
batur tamen una ratione tali: illud quo posito, quocumque alio remoto, ponitur
distinctio actuum secundum genus remotum, et quo remoto, quocumque alio
posito, removetur talis distinctio, est totalis causa distinctionis talis; sed posita
5distinctione formali potentiarum, et posita distinctione formali obiectorum, poni-
tur distinctio actuum, ut de se patet; et potentiarum vel obiectorum distinctione
formali remota, removetur necessario talis distinctio actuum; ergo etc.Maior patet
ex terminis. Minor nota per iam dicta. Igitur sequitur conclusio.
66 Si autem quaestio quaerat de distinctione actuum secundum genus pro-
10pinquum sive secundum speciem, tunc pono duas conclusiones. Prima est quod
distinctio actuum secundum genus propinquum est totaliter ab obiectis formali-
ter sumptis. Secunda conclusio est quod distinctio actuum secundum speciem est
totaliter ab obiectis. Istas duas conclusiones similiter probo duabus rationibus.
C 37vb 67 Primo sic: illud quod est causa plurificationis secundum genus | propinquum
15sive secundum speciem est causa distinctionis earum secundum genus propin-
quum et secundum speciem; sed obiecta formaliter sumpta sunt huiusmodi; ergo.
Maior nota, nam semper causa plurificationis aliquorum est causa distinctionis
ipsorum. Minor patet ex dictis, nam, ut dictum est, actus distincti secundum
speciem vel secundum genus propinquum numerantur secundum numerum
20obiectorum; ergo etc.
1 haec … quamvis] et licet haec conclusio N | pateat ex praecedentibus] ex dictis sit manifesta N
1–2 probatur tamen] inv. C 2 posito] et add. N 4 totalis causa] inv. CN | distinctionis talis]
inv. N | talis2] om. C 5 posita distinctione formali2] om. N | obiectorum] omni alio remoto add.
N 6 ut de se patet] secundum genus remotumN 6–7 potentiarum vel obiectorum distinctione
formali] tali distinctione formali potentiarum et obiectorumN 7 remota] quocumque alio posito
add. N | removetur necessario talis distinctio actuum] talis distinctio actuum removetur N | etc.]
om. C 8 minor] et praem. C | nota] est praem. C patet N | sequitur conclusio] conclusio vera C
om. N 9 si] de secunda distinctione et tertia actuum adn. in marg. N | quaestio] aliquis C quis
N | quaerat] quaereret N 10 quod] iter. C 11–12 formaliter sumptis] om. N 12 secunda …
quod] similiter et N 13 istas duas] istae duae N | similiter] simul C | probo] probantur N |
duabus rationibus] dupliciter N 14 primo] et praem. N 15 sive] vel C aut N 15–16 secundum
genus … speciem] om. N 16 et] sive C | sed … huiusmodi] sed plurificationis (corr. in marg. ex
distinctionis) secundum genus propinquum aut secundum speciem est et (?) sunt causa obiecta
formaliter sumpta N | ergo] etc. add. N 17 maior] est add. CN | semper] prima add. N | semper
causa] inv. C 18 ipsorum] eorum N 19 speciem vel secundum genus propinquum] genus
propinquum sive (vel N) secundum speciem CN 20 etc.] om. C
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68 Secundo sic: distinctio actuum specifica aut est per ipsosmet actus, aut
per obiecta, aut per aliquod connotatum distinctum ab ipsis. Haec patet per
sufficientem divisionem. Sed non potest dici quod hoc sit per ipsosmet actus,
quia actus, ut dictum est in prima conclusione, se ipsis distinguuntur formaliter
5 et intrinsece; modo autem loquimur de distinctione extrinseca. Nec potest dici
quod distinguantur per aliquod connotatum, quia connotatum nihil facit ad
talem distinctionem, ut patebit inferius. Sed probo quod non distinguantur per
potentias; nam, si hoc esset, sequeretur quod omnes actus qui essent in eadem
potentia, eiusdem essent speciei et eiusdem generis propinqui, sive quod essent
10 iidem secundum genus propinquum sive secundum speciem; consequens est
falsum; ergo. Consequentia nota est. Falsitas consequentis superius est ostensa.
Ergo relinquitur quod talis distinctio reducatur sicut in totalem causam in obiecta
formaliter sumpta.
69 Si vero quaestio quaerat de distinctione actuum secundum numerum, pono
15 quattuor conclusiones. Prima est quod distinctio numeralis ipsorum actuum non
est totalis vel totaliter a potentiis. Secunda est quod talis distinctio non est totaliter
ab obiectis. Tertia est quod ista distinctio non potest esse ab obiectis et potentiis
simul ita quod ista duo concurrant sicut duae causae partiales ad constituendum
unam causam totalem, eo modo quo dicebatur quod distinctio actuum secundum
20 v 43agenus remotum est | a potentiis et ab obiectis formaliter sumptis.
1 sic] om. C | distinctio] istorum add. N | actuum specifica] specifica istorum actuum C | actus]
aut per ipsas potentias add. CN 2 haec] hoc CN 3 hoc] quod C 4 actus] om. C
4–5 distinguuntur formaliter et intrinsece] formaliter et intrinsece distinguunturN 5 autem] nos
N 6 distinguantur] distinguuntur C | connotatum1] cognitum C | connotatum2] cognitum CN
7 talem] om. N | ut … inferius] om. N | per] aliquas add. C 8 esset] verum add. CN 9 eiusdem
essent] inv. N | eiusdem2] om. CN | propinqui] proprii N 10 sive] vel CN 11 ergo] etc. add.
N | falsitas] et praem. C | superius est ostensa] ostensa est superius C 12 distinctio] totaliter add.
N 12–13 sicut … sumpta] ad obiecta formaliter sumpta tamquam in causam totalem et sic patent
illae duae conclusiones N | obiecta formaliter sumpta] obiecto formaliter sumpto C 14 quaestio]
aliquis C quis N | pono] sic praem. N 15 prima] conclusio add. N | numeralis ipsorum actuum]
actuum numeralis CN 16 totalis vel] om. N | a] in C | secunda] conclusio add. N 17 tertia]
conclusio add. N | ista] talis C | potest esse] est C 17–18 ab obiectis et potentiis simul] simul
ab obiectis et potentiis N 17 et] nec a C 18 duae] om. C | constituendum] constituendam C
19 unam] om. C | quo] quod C 20 ab] om. N | sumptis] totaliter add. N
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70 Hae autem tres conclusiones probantur una ratione tali: illa distinctio quae
potest stare cum unitate numerali obiecti et potentiae, non potest esse ab obiecto
N 105vb totaliter, nec a potentia, nec | ab istis simul sumptis; sed distinctio istorum
actuum est huiusmodi; ergo. Maior patet de se, nam sicut eo ipso quod distinctio
5specifica ipsorum actuum est ab obiectis, requirit sive praesupponit in obiectis
distinctionem specificam, ut patet ex iamdictis, sic et distinctio numeralis istorum
C 38ra actuum praesupponit distinctionem numeralem | in principiis distinctivis. Minor
patet, nam una et eadem potentia numero, ut puta intellectus vel idem sensus
de uno et eodem subiecto numero in diversis temporibus potest habere diversos
10actus, qui tamen sunt ad invicem distincti secundumnumerum, ut patet ex dictis;
ergo etc.
71 Quarta conclusio et ultima quoad istam partem: quod distinctio numeralis
istorum actuum est a potentiis sive a potentia ut connotat aliquid extrinsecum
ratione cuius interrumpitur ille actus. Imaginor enim quod, sicut motus alicuius
15mobilis, si numquam interrumperetur, semper idemmotus esset numero, tamen
quia aliquoties interrumpitur, causatur distinctio numeralis in motu, sic etiam
suo modo, si actus ipsius animae semper continuaretur sic quod numquam
interrumperetur, semper esset idem actus numero; sed quia contingit actus
interrumpi, causatur in eis distinctio numeralis; et ideo dico quod talis distinctio
20est a potentia ut connotat aliquod extrinsecum ratione cuius interrumpitur actus.
72 Haec autem conclusio probatur sic: sicut se habent diversi intellectus ad
idem obiectum in uno et eodem tempore, ita se habet unus et idem intellectus
1 hae] hoc seu haec (?) C | probantur una ratione tali] probantur una tali ratione C una ratione simul
probantur N 3 totaliter nec a potentia] et a potentia totaliter N | istis simul sumptis] obiecto
nec a potentia divisimN 5 specifica] om. CN 5–6 requirit … specificam] relinquitur similiter
quod sumatur a potentiis tunc haberent distinctionem specificamN 5 praesupponit] supponit
C 6 ex iam dictis] per iam dicta N | sic et] si (corr. ex sic) est N 7 numeralem] distinctionem
add. C | principiis] potentiis CN | distinctivis] distinctis CN 8–9 ut puta … numero] om. (hom.)N
8 intellectus] unus add. C 9 subiecto] om. C | temporibus] potentiis v 10 ad] ab C 11 etc.] om.
CN 12 quarta conclusio et ultima] quarta et ultima conclusio CN | partem] est add. C est ista add.
N 13 aliquid] aliquod C aliud (?) N 15 idemmotus esset] esset unus motus C esset idemmotus
N 16 quia] om. C | interrumpitur] et add. C | etiam] et C 17 continuaretur] continuarentur C
18 interrumperetur] interrumperentur C | esset idem actus numero] actus esset unus numero N
19 in eis] om. N 21 ad] in C 22 idem1] unum CN | unus] unum C
edition of qda 2.4 227
ut connotat aliquod extrinsecum ad illud obiectum in alio et alio tempore. Hoc
patet, quia hoc quod faciunt diversi intellectus in eodem tempore, potest facere
idem intellectus in alio et alio tempore, connotando tamen aliquid extrinsecum;
sed diversi intellectus sufficiunt ad distinctionem numeralem actuum respectu
5 eiusdem obiecti in eodem tempore, ut patet de se; ergo idem intellectus sufficit ad
istam distinctionem, connotando illud extrinsecum ratione cuius interrumpitur
actus eo modo quo dictum est. Ex hoc apparet quod distinctio numeralis actuum
potest provenire ex parte potentiae duobus modis: uno modo, si una potentia
feratur in idem obiectum alio et alio tempore modo quo dictum est; alio modo, si
10 diversae potentiae solo numero differentes ferantur in unum et idem obiectum,
sive in eodem tempore, sive in diversis temporibus. Sic ergo patet quidmihi videtur
dicendum cum quaerebatur utrum distinctio actuum sit ab obiectis.
73 Quantum ad secundam partemhuius articuli secundi, utrum videlicet poten-
tiae distinguantur per actus, suppositis distinctionibus praedictis in principio
15 huius articuli, quia in parte faciunt ad propositum nostrum, et quantum ad illud
secundum dubium pono quinque conclusiones.
74 Prima est quod potentiae animae de quibus ad praesens loquimur, non distin-
guuntur per actus intrinsece et formaliter. Haec conclusio probatur dupliciter.
C 38rbPrimo sic: in essentia-|-liter ordinatis secundum prius et posterius, posterius non
20 potest esse causa prioris distinctiva formaliter et intrinsece; sed actus simpliciter
sunt posteriores ipsis potentiis; ergo etc. Maior est nota de se. Nam nullum poste-
rius potest esse constitutivum prioris intrinsece et formaliter, et per consequens
nec distinctivum. Minor patet, quia potentia est causa effectiva actus, vel saltem
subiectiva; quidquid detur, habetur quod praecedat ipsum, quia causa effectiva
25 praecedit effectum, etiam recipiens aliquomodo praecedit receptum. Ergo etc.
1 ad] aliud C | et] in add. N 3 idem] unus CN | intellectus] om. C | et] in add. C | aliquid]
aliquodCN 5 obiecti] om. N | sufficit] om. C sufficietN 6 illud] om. C aliquodN | extrinsecum]
in alio et alio tempore add. N | cuius] extrinseci add. N 7 eo] eodemC | ex] et CN | quod] quia N
8 duobusmodis] et modi C 9 idem] unumCN | modo1] eo praem. CN 11 temporibus] om. CN |
quid] id quod N | videtur] esse add. C 12 obiectis] et haec de prima parte add. N 13 articuli
secundi] inv. N | secundi] quaeritur C | videlicet] om. C 16 secundum dubium] inv. C 17 ad
praesens] nunc CN 18 probatur dupliciter] inv. N 19 primo] et praem. N 20 prioris distinctiva]
prioris distinctivae C distinctionis prioris N 20–21 simpliciter sunt] inv. N 21 etc.] om. CN | de
se] om. C 24 subiectiva] secundaria CN 25 etiam] et C | etc.] om. C
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N 106ra 75 Secundo sic: illud quo remoto potentiae remanent distinctae essentialiter |
et intrinsece non est causa distinctiva potentiarum intrinsece et formaliter; sed
v 43b remotis actibus, potentiae remanent distinctae; ergo etc. Ma-|-ior patet de se, quia
remoto formali distinctivo, necessario removetur distinctio. Minor patet, nam a
5dormiente removetur actus volendi et intelligendi, et sic de aliis, et tamen nullus
diceret quod in dormiente potentiae non distinguantur intrinsece et formaliter.
76 Secunda conclusio est quod potentiae distinguuntur se ipsis per essentias suas
formaliter et intrinsece. Haec autem conclusio sicut prima probatur dupliciter.
Primo sic: illud quo posito, quocumque alio remoto per possibile vel impossibile,
10potentiae remanent distinctae, et quo remoto, quocumque alio posito, potentiae
non remanent in suo esse distinctivo, est totalis causa distinctionis potentiarum
formaliter et intrinsece; sed positis essentiis potentiarum, amoto quocumque alio,
remanent potentiae ad invicem distinctae; remotis vero essentiis, nec remanent
potentiae, nec distinguuntur, quia non sunt; ergo. Minor patet ex terminis. Maior
15videtur nota, nam posito per possibile vel impossibile, quod Deus separaret intel-
lectum et voluntatem ab anima, et annihilaret omnia alia, adhuc nec intellectus
esset voluntas, nec e converso; immo tanta distinctione distinguerentur ad invicem
sicut modo; ergo.
77 Secundo: potentiae se ipsis constituuntur in esse formaliter et intrinsece; ergo
20se ipsis distinguuntur formaliter et intrinsece. Consequentia nota est, nam idem
est principium constitutivum et distinctivum. Antecedens patet, quia, ut pluries
dictum est, nullum extrinsecum potest esse constitutivum alicuius intrinsece et
formaliter.
1 illud quo remoto] reali amoto C | essentialiter] formaliter CN 2 intrinsece1] ergo add. C
3 remotis] remotibusN | remanent] formaliter add.N | etc.] om. C 4 distinctio] formalis add.N |
nam] quia CN 5 removetur] removentur CN 5–6 nullus diceret] non dicitur C 7 conclusio]
potentiae distinguuntur se ipsis formaliter adn. in marg. C | per essentias suas] om. N 8 autem]
om. N | sicut prima probatur dupliciter] probatur dupliciter sicut prima N 9 primo] et praem.
N | illud quo] aliquo C | possibile vel impossibile] impossibile vel possibile N 10 quocumque]
omni N 11 distinctivo] distincto N 13 ad invicem] om. N | distinctae] formaliter et intrinsece
add. N | remotis vero] et remotis N | essentiis] potentiarum omni alio posito add. N 13–14 nec
… nec] non N 14 ergo] etc. add. N | minor patet ex terminis] minor satis est nota de se si bene
consideretur N | maior] autem add. N 15 videtur] esse add. C etiam add. N | posito] quod add.
N 15–16 intellectum et voluntatem] voluntatem et intellectum C 16 et1] vel N 18 sicut] et add.
CN | ergo] om. C 19 secundo] sic add. N 20 nota est] inv. N | est] om. C 22 extrinsecum] corr.
sup. lin. ex intrinsecumN
edition of qda 2.4 229
78 Tertia conclusio est quod potentiae animaenondistinguuntur per actusmate-
rialiter et extrinsece nec intrinsece. Et probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: potentiae
non constituuntur per actus extrinsece nec intrinsece; ergo non distinguuntur per
C 38vaeos | extrinsece nec intrinsece. Consequentia nota est per iam dicta. Antecedens
5 probatur nam in omni constitutione, tam extrinseca quam intrinseca, constituens
oportet praecedere constitutum. Quod patet de constitutione intrinseca: genus
enim et differentia quae constituunt speciem intrinsece, praecedunt ipsam. Patet
hoc idem de constitutione extrinseca, nam subiectum quod constituit specifice
propriam passionem specificatione extrinseca, est prius ea; actus autem non sunt
10 priores potentia.
79 Secundo: actus distinguuntur per potentias materialiter et extrinsece; ergo
potentiae non distinguuntur per actus extrinsece et materialiter. Consequentia
nota est; alias unum et idem esset constituens et constitutum respectu eiusdem.
Antecedens patet per iam dicta in prima parte huius articuli. Ibi enim fuit
15 probatum quod actus distinguuntur secundum genus remotum per potentias,
etsi non totaliter, saltem partialiter; distinguuntur etiam per eas numeraliter eo
modo quo dictum est.
80 Quarta conclusio est quod potentiae animae materialiter et extrinsece distin-
guuntur per obiecta propria et adaequata formaliter sumpta. Et haec conclusio
1 conclusio] potentiae non distinguuntur per actus materialiter adn. in marg. C 2 extrinsece nec]
om. v | nec intrinsece] om. C | et2] hoc add. C ista conclusio N 4 eos] actus N | nota est] inv.
C | dicta] quia eadem sunt principia constituendi et distinguendi ita quod principia constituendi
intrinsece distinguunt intrinsece et principia constituendi extrinsece distinguunt extrinsece add.
N | antecedens] autem add. N 5 probatur] patet C | extrinseca quam intrinseca] intrinseca quam
extrinseca N 6 oportet] debet CN | praecedere constitutum] inv. N | quod] ut CN 6–7 genus
… ipsam] nam differentia quae constituit speciem intrinsece praecedit eamN 7 enim] autem C
8 specifice] extrinsece N 9 specificatione] constitutione C | specificatione extrinseca] om. N | est
prius ea] praecedit eam natura N 10 potentia] potentiis CN nec tempore nec natura immo sunt
posterioresutpatet de se ergo etc. add.N 11 secundo] actusdistinguunturperpotentiasmaterialiter
et extrinsece adn. in marg. C sic add. N 12 extrinsece et materialiter] materialiter et extrinsece N
13 nota est] inv. N | alias] aliter C quia dato opposito consequentis sequitur quod N | esset] et N |
constitutum] constitutivum v | eiusdem] quod est falsum add. N 14 antecedens] autem add. N |
huius] om. C secundi add. N | ibi] ubi CN | enim] non seu vero (?) C om. N 15 distinguuntur]
distinguantur C 18–19 distinguuntur … sumpta] per sua subiecta adaequata formaliter sumpta
distinguuntur C 19 haec conclusio] hoc C
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probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: sicut se habet scientia ad subiectum, ita potentia ad
obiectum; sed scientiae distinguuntur materialiter et extrinsece per sua subiecta
adaequata formaliter sumpta; ergo potentiae distinguuntur ab obiecto formaliter
sumpto et adaequato. Maior patet per locum a simili. Minor patet ex dictis in
5primo articulo huius libri et per Philosophum tertioDe anima dicentem ‘Secantur
scientiae etc.’
N 106rb 81 Secundo sic: constitutivum rei materialiter et extrinsece est ipsius distincti-
vummaterialiter et extrinsece; sed obiectum est huiusmodi respectu potentiae;
ergo. Maior est nota. Minor probatur sic: ex eo consequitur potentia suam spe-
10cificationem ex quo fit perfectior et dignior aliis potentiis; sed hoc inest sibi ab
obiecto adaequato formaliter sumpto; ergo. Maior huius patet, quia potentiam
esse perfectiorem et digniorem aliis est ipsam habere altiorem gradum specificum
aliis. Minor patet per omnes doctores, qui dicunt quod illa est perfectior potentia
cuius obiectum est perfectius.
1 primo] et praem. N | sic] si add. C | subiectum] obiectum C 2–3 subiecta adaequata] inv. N
3–4 ergo … sumpto] om. C | ab obiecto formaliter sumpto et adaequato] per sua obiecta formaliter
et adaequate sumpta N 4 adaequato] adaequata C 4–5 patet2 … philosophum] (patet ex dictis in
primo articulo del.) probatur quia a quocumque res capit suamunitatem extrinsecam ab eodem capit
et suam distinctionem extrinsecam sed scientia capit ab obiecto suo adaequato formaliter sumpto
unitatem et specificationem extrinsecam ergo etc. maior est nota et habetur a philosopho quarto
metaphysicae ubi dicit quod ab eodem capit res esse et unum esse et ex consequenti distinctum esse
minor autemhabetur a philosophoN 4 ex dictis] per per (?) iamdictis C ex iamdictisN 5 de] iter.
v | dicentem] ubi dicit N 6 etc.] quemadmodum et res de quibus sunt ergominor illa est vera N
7 secundo] om. C | ipsius] om. C 7–8 ipsius distinctivum] distinctivum eiusdemN 8 respectu
potentiae] om. N 9 ergo] etc. add. N | nota] de se per iamdicta add. N | minor] autem add. N | eo]
ea C illo N | potentia] corr. in marg. ex scientia N 9–10 suam specifictionem] esse suum specificum
intelligendo extrinsece N 10 fit perfectior et dignior aliis potentiis] consequitur perfectionem
et dignitatem in comparatione ad alias potentias N 10–11 hoc … sumpto] ex obiecto adaequato
formaliter sumpto potentia consequitur perfectionemmaiorem et dignitatemN 10 inest sibi] sibi
inest a subiecto sive C 11 ergo] et ex obiecto consequitur distinctionem extrinsecam et materialem
add. N 11–14 maior huius patet … est perfectius] quia qualis est proportio obiecti ad obiectum in
dignitate et perfectione talis est potentiae ad potentiam proportionaliter in suo genere N 11 huius]
om. C 12 est] et C
5 Aristoteles,De Anima 431b24–25. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 188 (162): Scientiae secantur quemadmodum res
de quibus sunt scientiae
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v 44a82 Quinta conclusio est quod potentiae animae di-|-stinguuntur per actusmani-
festative et declarative, nam ipsarum distinctio nobis per actus declaratur et
manifestatur. Quod probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: in habentibus ordinem essen-
C 38vbtialem prioritatis et | posterioritatis prius quoad nos manifestative et declarative
5 est causa sive ratio distinctionis posterioritatis; sed actus quoad nos sunt priores
potentiis, secundo huius et secundum expositionem doctoris nostri; ergo. Maior
nota est de se. Minor patet per Philosophum etc.
83 Secundo sic: illud quod ducit in cognitionementitatis et unitatis potentiarum,
ducit aliquo modo nos in cognitionem distinctionis ipsarum; sed actus sunt
10 huiusmodi; ergo. Maior patet pro tanto, quia ex quo per idem habet res esse, quod
pertinet ad identitatem, et indistinctum esse a se, quod pertinet ad unitatem,
et distinctum esse a quocumque alio, necessario quod ducit nos in cognitionem
entitatis et unitatis aliquorumducit nos aliquomodo in cognitionemdistinctionis
ipsorum.Minor patet nam, sicut in cognitione a priori causa ducit in cognitionem
15 effectus, ita in cognitione a posteriori effectus ducit in cognitionem causae; sed
actus sunt effectuspotentiarum,nampotentiae sunt causae ipsorum, vel effectivae,
vel fundativae, vel subiectivae; quare etc. – Sic igitur patent quinque conclusiones
praedictae.
1–2 manifestative et declarative] declarative et manifestative C 2–3 nam … manifestatur] om.
N 2 actus] actum C 2–3 declaratur et manifestatur] manifestatur et declaratur C 3 quod]
ista conclusio N | primo] et praem. N 5 causa sive ratio] ratio sive causa C | distinctionis
posterioritatis] distinctionis posterioris C cognoscendi distinctionem prioris N 6 potentiis]
ut patet add. C | huius] de anima N | expositionem] declarationemN | doctoris nostri] domini
aegidii add. C domini aegidiiN | ergo] etc. add.N 7 nota est] inv. CN | de se] om. CN | etc.] om. CN
8 in] ad N | entitatis] entis N 9 nos] om. CN | sed] sunt C 10 patet pro tanto] pro tanto patet
C | habet] om. N 10–11 quodpertinet… esse] om. (hom.)C 11 identitatem] entitatemN | a se] om.
N 12 esse] quodpertinet add. necnondel. C | necessario] ergo praem. N | cognitionem] aliquomodo
add. N 13 aliquorum] om. CN | ducit nos aliquomodo] aliquomodo ducitN | distinctionis] om. C
14 ipsorum] ipsarum CN | cognitione] cognitionem v 15 effectus2] om. N 16 causae] causam
v | effectivae] effectiva v 17 fundativae] fundativa v fundamentativae N | subiectivae] subiectiva
v | quare] om. C | igitur] om. N | quinque conclusiones] inv. N 18 praedictae] praedicta C om. N
6 Aristoteles,De Anima 415a19–23. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 179 (n. 56): Potentiae cognoscuntur per actus,
actus vero per obiecta | Aegidius Romanus, Super libros De Anima (Venetiis 1500, f. 30v)
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84 Sed contra has conclusiones arguitur per ordinem. Et contra primam duplici-
ter. Primo sic: per quod aliquid reducitur de potentia ad actum, per illud distingui-
tur formaliter et intrinsece a quocumque alio; sed per actus potentiae reducuntur
de potentia formaliter ad actum; ergo etc. Maior patet, quia unumquodque distin-
5guitur secundum quod est actu, et ideo per quod aliquid est actu distinguitur a
quocumque alio, quia actus est qui distinguit et separat, septimoMetaphysicae.
Minor patet nam, quamvis secundum Philosophum obiectum reducat potentiam
ad actum (nam secundo huius dicitur quod sensibile reducit sensum de potentia ad
actum), hoc tamen est ordinando potentiam ad actum; sed actus qui est formaliter
10in potentia reducit ipsam formaliter de potentia ad actum; nam obiectum non est
in potentia, nec informat ipsam.
85 Secundo sic: secundum Commentatorem sicut se habet materia ad formas
sensibiles, ita intellectus ad formas intelligibiles; sed materia specificatur et
distinguitur per formas sensibiles; de se enim est totaliter indistincta, nam
15in fundamento naturae nihil est distinctum; ergo intellectus specificatur et
distinguitur per formas intelligibiles. Sed formae intelligibiles ipsum intellectum
sunt informantes, et sunt ipsius actus. Ergo.
86 Responsio istarum. Ad primum: cum dicitur ‘per quod aliquid reducitur de
C 39ra potentia ad actum etc.’, | dico quod aliquid reduci de potentia ad actum potest
1 arguitur] impugnatio contra praedicta (!) conclusiones adn. in marg. v | et] primo add. CN |
primam] arguitur add. N 2 sic] contra primam conclusionem adn. in marg. C | reducitur]
formaliter add. CN 4 de potentia formaliter] formaliter de potentia N | formaliter ad actum] ad
actum formaliter et intrinsece C | etc.] om. CN 5 secundum] per C | est1] in add. CN 5–6 et ideo
… alio] om. C 5 est2] in add. N | actu] per illud add. N 6 septimo] nonoCN 8 ad actum] om. N |
nam] quia N | secundo huius dicitur] dicitur secundo huius C | huius] de anima N 9 tamen]
autem C tantum N | ordinando] in educando C movendo N 10 ipsam] illam N 11 ipsam]
potentiam CN actus autem sic add. N 12 secundo] secundo adn. in marg. C arguitur add. N 13 ita]
se habet add. C 16 sed] quae sunt C | intelligibiles2] quae informant add. C 17 sunt informantes]
om. C | ipsius actus] actus ipsius inv. N | ergo] om. C etc. add. N 18 responsio istarum] ad rationes
respondetur et primo C responsio ad ista argumenta N | primum] primam C 19 ad actum1] om.
C | aliquid] illud C | reduci] reducere N
6 Aristoteles,Metaphysica 1039a7. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 130 (187): Actus separat et distinguit 8 Aristo-
teles,De Anima 417b16–21 12 Averroes, In De Anima com. 5: Quemadmodum enim sensibile esse
dividitur in formam etmateriam, sic intelligible esse oportet dividi in consimilia his duobus, scilicet
in aliquod simile formae et in aliquod similemateriae (Ed. Crawford, p. 409 l. 656–661). Cf. Auctoritates,
p. 185 (137): Sicut se habet sensus ad sensibilia sic se habet intellectus ad intelligibilia
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N 106vaintelligi dupliciter. | Unomodo quod reducatur de potentia simpliciter ad actum
simpliciter eo modo quo per formam substantialem reducitur materia de potentia
ad actum. Aliomodo potest intelligi quod aliquid reducatur de potentia secundum
quid ad actum secundum quid, quando reducitur aliquid ad esse album. Si primo
5 modo sic intelligitur, concedatur maior, quia quod sic educitur de potentia ad
actum, de se nullumhabet actum; et ideo distinguitur per illud per quod reducitur
ad actum. Si vero intelligitur secundo modo, propositio non habet veritatem.
Nam quod sic reducitur ad actum, non excludit omnem actum, immo de se habet
et includit formaliter aliquem actum per quem poterit distingui formaliter et
10 intrinsece a quocumque alio, sicut patet de homine, qui, exclusa albedine, habet
actum formalem per suam formam per quam distinguitur a quocumque alio. Et
isto secundomodo intellectus reducitur de potentia ad actum, quia non est pura
potentia sicut materia; ideo ratio non concludit aliquid contra me.
87 Ad secundum: cum dicitur ‘sicut se habet materia etc.’, dico quod li ‘sicut’
15 potest esse nota alicuius similitudinis vel potest esse nota omnimodae similitudi-
nis. Si sit nota alicuius similitudinis, vera est propositio, quia sicut materia prima
v 44best in potentia ad omnes formas sen-|-sibiles, et est denudata omni forma et omni
actu, ita et intellectus, qui est in potentia ad omnes formas, est denudatus omni
forma et specie intelligibili. Et ad istum intellectum dicit Commentator illam
20 auctoritatem. Si vero sit nota omnimodae similitudinis, propositio est falsa; nam
materia prima est pura potentia; et ideo excludit omnem actum, et per consequens
1 dupliciter] reduci de potentia ad actum potest intelligi dupliciter adn. in marg. C | reducatur]
reducat C educatur N | simpliciter] om. N 2 simpliciter] om. C 3 aliquid] licet (del.?) N |
reducatur] reducitur C educatur N | de potentia] om. C 3–4 secundum quid1] om. N 4 quando]
quia C sicut N | reducitur aliquid] homo reducitur de potentia albumN | aliquid] om. C 5 sic1]
om. CN | concedatur] conceditur C | educitur] reducitur C 6 de se nullum] nullum de se
CN | reducitur] de potentia add. N 7 actum] intrinsece et formaliter add. N | vero] autemN |
intelligitur] intelligatur CN | propositio … veritatem] illa maior est falsa N 8 nam] quia N |
reducitur] de potentia add. N 9 formaliter1] et intrinsece add. N | formaliter aliquem actum]
aliquem actum formaliter C | aliquem] om. N | per … distingui] vel est essentialiter actus et sic per
actum vel ut actus distinguitur N | poterit] potest C 11 suam formam] inv. N 12 secundo] om.
CN 13 materia] nota hic demente doctoris quod intellectus non est pura potentia sicutmateria
adn. in marg. N | ideo] et praem. CN | aliquid contra me] om. N 15 esse1] iter. C 15–16 alicuius …
similitudinis1] omnimodae similitudinis et potest dicere aliqua similitudinemC 16 similitudinis2]
om. C | vera est propositio] non est proprie C | prima] pura C 18 et1] om. C | formas] intelligibiles
add. C | omni] a N 19 dicit] ponit N 19–20 illam auctoritatem] om. C 21 et] om. CN
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non habet aliquid per quod distinguatur, quia actus est qui distinguit; intellectus
autem non est pura potentia, ut dictum est; et ideo potest se ipso et per essentiam
suam distingui a quocumque alio formaliter et intrinsece.
88 Secundo arguitur contra secundam conclusionem dupliciter. Primo sic: illa
5quae non habent esse se ipsis, non possunt distingui se ipsis formaliter nec
intrinsece; sed potentiae animae non habent esse se ipsis; ergo. Maior patet, quia
sicut se habet res ad esse, ita ad distingui, ex quo per idem res habet esse etc. Et per
consequens quaenonhabent esse se ipsis, nonpossunt distingui se ipsis. Item: sicut
esse distinctum praesupponit esse, ita esse distinctum se ipso praesupponit esse se
10C 39rb ipso. | Patet igiturmaior.Minorprobatur sic quiapotentiae animae sunt accidentia;
accidentia autemnonhabent se ipsis esse, immohabent esse per esse ipsius subiecti
sive substantiae, quia accidentia non sunt entia, septimoMetaphysicae.
89 Secundo sic: si potentiae animae distinguerentur se ipsis, aut distinguerentur
se totis, aut aliquo sui sic quod habeant aliquid in quo differant et aliquid in
15quo conveniant; sed non potest dici primum, nec secundum; ergo non possunt
distingui se ipsis. Minor probatur nam, si distinguerentur se totis, in nullo
convenirent, et per consequens essent primo diversa, quod est falsum, nam quae
se totis differunt et in nullo conveniunt, sunt primo diversa; si autem in aliquo sui
conveniunt et in aliquo sui differunt, accipiatur illud in quo differunt, et petatur:
1 non] om. C 2 ideo] om. N 2–3 se ipso … suam] se ipsum per suam potentiamN 3 intrinsece]
cum sit quidam actus manens add. N 4 secundo] om. N | arguitur … dupliciter] arguitur contra
secundam conclusionem adn. in marg. C contra secundam conclusionem arguitur sic dupliciter N |
primo] et praem. N 5 se ipsis formaliter] se formaliter ipsis C | nec] et N 7 ex quo] et CN | etc.]
et distinctum esse C 8 possunt] poterunt N | item] iterum CN 9 distinctum2] distinctivum
v | ipso] ipsos v 10 patet igitur maior] maior patet Cmaior igitur patet N 11 autem] enim CN |
se ipsis esse] esse se ipsis C 12 entia] nisi quia sunt entis sicut patet add. N | septimo] quarto C
13 sic] tertio arguitur adn. in marg. C 14–15 quod habeant … conveniant] quod habeant (corr. ex
habebant) aliquid in quo conveniant et aliquid in quo differant C et aliquo sui nonN 15–16 sed
non potest … probatur] non se totis N | possunt distingui] distinguuntur C 16 nam] quia N |
distinguerentur] distingueretur v | distinguerentur se totis] se totis distinguerentur N 17 per
consequens] sic N | essent] esset v 17–18 nam quae … diversa] om. N 18 et] om. C | autem]
distinguuntur aliquo sui sic et aliquo non ergo add. N | sui] om. N 19 sui] om. N | differunt1]
conveniunt C | et2] iter. v | petatur] quaeratur CN
12 Aristoteles,Metaphysica 1028a18–20. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 128 (160): Accidentia non sunt entis sed quid
entis.
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aut illa in quibus potentiae differunt, differunt se totis, aut aliquo sui?Non se totis,
quia essent primo diversa; in potentiis autem non sunt aliqua primo diversa, sicut
nec ipsae sunt primo diversae. Si aliquo sui, petetur iterum, et sic erit processus in
infinitum, qui est vitandus. Relinquitur ergo quod potentiae non distinguuntur
5 se ipsis.
N 106vb90 Respondeo ad primam istarum: cum dicitur ‘illa quae non habent esse se
ipsis’, dico quod haec propositio habet veritatem sumpta uniformiter, ut puta si
dicatur sic: illa quae non habent esse se ipsis formaliter et intrinsece, non possunt
distingui formaliter et intrinsece, et si non habent esse materialiter et extrinsece,
10 non possunt distingui materialiter et extrinsece se ipsis. Tunc dico adminorem
quod potentiae animae sicut aliqua accidentia, quamvis non habeant esse se ipsis
materialiter et extrinsece, quia requirunt subiectum in quo recipiuntur, habent
tamenesse se ipsis formaliter et intrinsece, aliasnonessentper se inpraedicamento,
quod est falsum, cum unaquaeque res ponatur in praedicamento per rationem
15 suam formalem. Et ideo bene concedo quod potentiae animae non distinguuntur
se ipsis materialiter et extrinsece; distinguuntur tamen se ipsis formaliter et
intrinsece.
91 Ad secundum: cum dicitur quod, si potentiae distinguerentur se ipsis etc.,
dico quod, si velimus tenere quod potentiae animae non sint compositae ex his,
20 quamvis sint compositae huic, dicetur quod distinguuntur se totis ipsis. Est tamen
advertendum quod ‘distingui se totis’ potest intelligi dupliciter. Unomodo quod
C 39vadistinguantur se | totis realiter et conceptibiliter, ita quod nullomodo conveniant,
1 quibus potentiae differunt] quamlibet potentia differunt (necnon del.) C | sui] sic et aliquo sui non
add. N 3 ipsae] om. C | diversae] diversa v | si] vero add. N | petetur] quaeretur C petatur N |
iterum] sicut prius add. N | erit] esset N 3–4 erit processus in infinitum] processus in infinitum
erit C 4 vitandus] evitandus C in constitutivismaxime ut dicit philosophus secundometaphysicae
add. N 5 ipsis] formaliter et intrinsece quare etc. add. N 6 respondeo] responsio primi secundae
(?) conclusionis adn. in marg. C ad argumenta add. N | primam] primumN | istarum] istorum CN
7 ipsis] etc. add. CN | dico] dicatur N | haec] om. N | sumpta] sumptam C intelligendo N 8 sic]
sicut N 9 intrinsece] se ipsis add. N | si] sic C | esse] se ipsis add. N 10 possunt distingui …
ipsis] non distinguuntur se ipsis materialiter et extrinsece N | se ipsis] om. C 11 sicut] sunt C |
aliqua] quaedam C alia (corr. ex aliqua) N | ipsis] et add. (necnon del.?) C 12 requirunt] requiritur N
13 intrinsece] extrinsece v | alias] aliter C 15 ideo] potentiae animae quomodo distinguuntur
adn. in marg. C 16 se ipsis1] om. C 18 secundum] secundam CN | potentiae] animae add. C
19 sint] sunt C | ex] om. C 20 totis ipsis] ipsis seu se totis C ipsis totis N 21 intelligi] accipi N |
dupliciter] distingui se totis intelligitur dupliciter adn. in marg. C 22 se] ipsis add. C
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nec realitate nec conceptibilitate. Alio modo possunt aliqua distingui se totis
realitate, quia nulla realitas unius est realitas alterius, non tamen conceptibiliter;
possunt enim convenire in aliquo uno conceptu; et isto modo quaecumque entia
realia distincta realiter distinguuntur se totis. Si secundomodo, sic concedo quod
5se totis distinguuntur. Sed si primomodo intelligitur, sic ipsae potentiae animae
non distinguuntur. Non tamen sequitur propter hoc quod sint primo diversa,
v 45a quia primo diversa nullo modo conveniunt, nec reali-|-ter, nec conceptibiliter. Si
vero vellemus dicere potentias animae esse compositas ex his, adhuc posset solvi
ratio, sed ad praesens non intendo tantum dilatare materiam. Sufficit enim quod
10ratio nihil concludit.
92 Arguitur contra tertiam conclusionem dupliciter. Primo sic: quod est aliquo
modo distinctivum potentiarum animae et non distinguit eas intrinsece, videtur
necessario eas distinguere extrinsece; sed potentiae aliquo modo distinguuntur
per actus, ut patet ex quinta conclusione, et actus non distinguunt potentias
15intrinsece, ut patet ex prima conclusione; ergo videtur quod distinguant eas
necessario extrinsece. Maior patet, quia omnis distinctio vel est extrinseca vel
intrinseca, et per consequens vel esset distinctivum vel esset distinctum, vel erit
intrinsecum aut extrinsecum; quare etc.
93 Secundo: sicut se habent actus ad obiecta, ita videntur se habere potentiae ad
20actus; sed actus distinguuntur extrinsece per obiecta, ut patet ex prima parte huius
1 nec realitate nec conceptibilitate] realiter nec conceptibiliter N | distingui se totis] se totis
distingui C 2 realitate] realiter N | quia] sic quod C | nulla realitas unius est] realitas unius
non est CN | non tamen] nec C | conceptibiliter] quia add. in marg. N 3 enim] tamen N |
uno] om. N | conceptu] facto per intellectum abstracto ab hac (seu hoc?) potentia et ab illa add. N
6 distinguuntur] se totis add. N | propter] ex CN 7 quia] et C | nullomodo … conceptibiliter]
dicuntur quae non conveniunt nec in realitate una nec in conceptu uno quod de potentiis dici non
potest cum ab ipsis abstrahatur iste conceptus potentia N | nec1] etiam add. C 8 vellemus]
vellimus N 9 dilatare] hanc add. N 10 concludit] quare etc. add. N 11 arguitur] secundo praem.
C impugnatio contra tertiam conclusionem adn. in marg. v | arguitur contra tertiam conclusionem]
contra tertiam conclusionem arguitur N | dupliciter] arguitur contra tertiam conclusionem adn. in
marg. C | primo] et praem. N 13 necessario] om. N | necessario eas] inv. C | potentiae] animae add.
CN 14 patet] tenet N | ex] in C om. N | conclusione] conclusioN | potentias] eas C 15 videtur]
necessario add. C 16 necessario] om. C 17 vel1] om. CN | esset1] esse C omne N | distinctivum
vel esset] om. C | vel esset distinctum] om. N | erit] distinctivum add. N 18 intrinsecum aut
extrinsecum] intrinsece vel extrinsece N | aut] vel C | quare etc.] om. CN 19 secundo] secundo
adn. in marg. C sic add. N | videntur se habere] se habent N
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articuli; ergo potentiae distinguuntur saltem extrinsece per ipsos actus. Maior
videtur nota nam sicut potentiae distinguuntur per actus, ita actus per obiecta,
secundoDe anima. Et confirmatur ista ratio quia si potentiae non distinguerentur
per actus extrinsece nec intrinsece, valde improprie loqueretur Philosophus
5 dicendo potentias distingui per actus sicut actus per obiecta.
N 107ra94 Respondeo. Ad primum istorum: cum dicitur quod distinctivum quod non
distinguit intrinsece, distinguit extrinsece, dico quod ista propositio veritatem
habet de his quae proprie distinguunt potentias; actus autem non proprie distin-
guunt, seddistinctionemdeclarant etmanifestant, utpatet per quintamconclusio-
10 nem. Et non oportet quod, si non distinguunt formaliter et intrinsece, distinguunt
C 39vbmaterialiter et extrinsece, | quia tam distinctivum formaliter et intrinsece quam
etiam distinctivummaterialiter et extrinsece sunt vere et proprie distinctiva et
per se; et sic de eis loquitur, et ideo ratio non convincit.
95 Ad secundum: cum dicitur quod sicut se habent actus ad obiecta etc., dico
15 quod si li ‘sicut’ est nota omnimodae similitudinis, propositio est falsa. Quod patet
evidenter nam si ita esset, distinctio specifica in obiectis argueret distinctionem
specificam in actibus; ita distinctio specifica in actibus arguit distinctionem
specificam in potentiis, quod est evidenter falsum; possunt enim actus specie
1 ipsos] om. C | maior] consequentia C 2 actus1] obiecta C 3 confirmatur] confirmatio adn. in
marg. C | distinguerentur] distinguuntur C 5 actus] distinguuntur add. N | obiecta] sed hoc
non est dicendum nec imponendum philosopho ergo etc. add. N 6 respondeo] responsio primi
argumenti (?) tertiae conclusionis adn. in marg. C | distinctivum quod non] nihil N 6–7 quod non
distinguit1] non distinguens C 7 intrinsece] non add. necnon del. C et tamen distinguit illud add.
N | distinguit2] necessario add. N 8–9 distinguunt] potentias add. C 9 et manifestant] om. C |
quintam] primam vC 10 distinguunt1] distinguant C | intrinsece] quod add. C quod necessario
add. N | distinguunt2] distinguant CN 11 materialiter et extrinsece] extrinsece et materialiter
N | formaliter] formale CN | et intrinsece] om. CN 12 etiam] om. C | distinctivum] om. CN |
materialiter] materiale CN | et2] om. CN | extrinsece] om. C | vere et] om. CN 13 loquitur]
concludit ratio C loquimur et quando dicitur omnis distinctio vel est intrinseca vel extrinseca
dico quod verum est de distinctione proprie et per se non autem de impropria qualis est distinctio
potentiarum per actus igitur etc. N | et ideo … convincit] sed nihil ad propositum ergo C ratio igitur
non concludit N 14 etc.] om. C 15 si] om. N | est1] sit C | omnimodae] om. C | falsa] omnimode
add. C 17 ita] et C et praem. N | specifica] om. C | arguit] argueret CN 18 evidenter] om. N |
specie] specifice C
3 Aristoteles,De Anima 415a16–20. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 179 (56): Potentiae cognoscuntur per actus actus
vero per obiecta
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distincti fundari in eadem potentia. Si vero li ‘sicut’ sit nota alicuius similitudinis,
vera est propositio. Nam sicut obiecta cognitione praecedunt actus, ita etiam actus
cognitione praecedunt potentiam. Et ad istum intellectum loquitur Philosophus
secundo De anima, cum dicit ‘prius est definiendum de obiectis, postea vero de
5actibus, et ultimo de potentiis, quia obiecta praecedunt actus, et actus potentias’.
Et ex hoc non sequitur quod ita distinguantur potentiae per actus sicut actus per
obiecta.
96 Advertendum tamen quod per ista verba non intendo dicere quod solum
obiecta praecedant actus cognitione sicut actus potentias, immo simpliciter ipsa
10obiecta sunt priora ipsis actibus; sed sufficit quod sit aliqualis similitudo, eo
modo quo dictum est. Per idem patet ad confirmationem Philosophi. Fuit enim
Philosophus locutus valde proprie iuxta materiam datam. Ipse enim voluit prius
esse determinandum de obiectis quam de actibus, et de actibus prius quam de
potentiis. Et probavit Philosophus per hoc quodpotentiae distinguuntur per actus,
15et actus per obiecta, eomodo quo expositum est. Et quia sermones inquirendi sunt
iuxta materiam, ipse valde proprie fuit locutus; ergo.
97 Arguitur sic contra quartam conclusionem dupliciter. Primo sic: propriae
passiones distinguuntur materialiter et extrinsece per proprium et immediatum
subiectum; sed potentiae sunt passiones animae vel subiecti in quibus fundantur
20et non in obiectis; ergo distinguuntur per subiecta et non per obiecta. Maior et
minor videntur notae; ergo.
2 cognitione praecedunt actus] praecedunt actus cognitione C | actus2] potentias add. C 3 cogni-
tione praecedunt] inv. N | praecedunt potentiam] om. C 4 prius] primo CN | est] om. C |
definiendum] determinandum CN | postea vero] posterius CN 5 actibus] potentiis C | ultimo]
posterius C | potentias] et extrinsecum sequitur intrinsecum add. C 6 et ex hoc non] om. C | ita
distinguantur potentiae] potentiae distinguantur sic N 7 obiecta] quare etc. add. N 8 tamen] est
add. CN | per] om. CN 11–12 fuit enim philosophus] philosophus enim fuit N 12 proprie] om. C
14 probavit] propugnavit N 15 inquirendi] inquit CN | sunt] om. C 16 fuit locutus] locutus est
C | ergo] om. C quare conclusio tertia est in suo roboreN 17 arguitur] impugnatio contra quartam
conclusionem adn. in marg. v | arguitur sic] quarto arguo C | arguitur … conclusionem] contra
quartam conclusionem arguitur N | dupliciter] contra conclusionem quartam adn. in marg. C |
primo] et praem. N 19 passiones animae vel] propria (seu proprie?) passio C | | vel subiecti] om. N |
fundantur] actus add. C 20 in obiectis] obiecta CN | ergo] non add. C | distinguuntur] (actus del.)
potentiae add. N | per subiecta] (per suas potentias tamquam del.) per subiectum (?) immediatum
(?) N | per subiecta et non] om. C 21 videntur] per se add. N | ergo] om. C quare etc. N
4 Aristoteles,De Anima 415a20–21: Actiones enim et operationes antecedunt in intellectu virtutes
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98 Secundo sic: si potentiae distinguerentur per obiecta materialiter et extrin-
v 45bsece, tunc ad ma-|-iorem distinctionem obiectorum sequeretur maior distinctio
potentiarum; consequens est falsum; ergo. Consequentia nota est, quia maior
distinctio in principiis distinctivis arguit maiorem distinctionem in distinctis.
5 Falsitas consequentis patet, quia magis distinguuntur sensus visus et sensus com-
C 40ramunis quam | visus et auditus; et tamen obiecta sensus communis et potentiae
visivae magis conveniunt quam visus et auditus, quia obiectum visus est pars
subiectiva obiecti sensus communis, sed obiectum visus non est pars subiectiva
obiecti sensus auditus, nec e converso.
10 99 Respondeo. Ad primum istorum: cum dicitur ‘propriae passiones distinguun-
tur etc.’, dico quod ‘propria passio’ sive ‘proprietas’ potest capi dupliciter, ut spectat
ad propositum. Est enim quaedam proprietas quae oritur ex propriis principiis
speciei, et talis est propria passio, quia competit uni et soli et semper, ut risibi-
N 107rblitas respectu hominis. Est alia proprietas quae, quamvis | oriatur ex principiis
15 naturae sive ex principiis intrinsecis, non tamen oritur ex principiis speciei, sed ex
principiis generis propinqui vel remoti; et talis potest dici propria passio non ita
proprie sicut prima. De prima conceditur quod distinguitur per subiectum, quia
per ipsum specificatur. De secunda non oportet, quia talis potest competere secun-
dumspeciemdistinctis. Et cumdicatur inminori quod potentiae sunt proprietates
20 sive propriae passiones animae vel subiecti in quo fundantur, dico quod verum
est de secundomodo, non autem de primo. Constat enim quod sentire competit
distinctis secundum speciem, non autem intelligere et velle, cum sint eiusdem
rationis in substantiis separatis et in nobis. Si vero non, tunc conceditur quod
1 secundo] secundo adn. in marg. C 3 consequens] quod CN | ergo] om. CN | nota est] inv.
N 4 distinctio] est add. C | distinctivis] distinctis C | in2] principiis add. N 5 sensus2] om. C
6–7 obiecta sensus communis … quia] om. N 7 visivae] et auditivae add. C 8 sensus communis]
inv. C | sed obiectum visus] obiectum autem auditus N 9 sensus] om. CN | auditus] visus N |
converso] quare etc. add. N 10 respondeo] responsio N | dicitur] quod add. N 11 capi] accipi C
12 propositum] nota adn. in marg. C 13 est propria passio] propria passio est CN | quia] quae CN |
competit] convenit CN | uni] omni C | et] om. N 14 ex] propriis add. C 17 proprie] propria C |
prima1] nota quomodo potentiae animae oriuntur et distinguuntur adn. in marg. N | distinguitur]
seu distinguuntur (?) N | quia] patet praem. N 18 oportet] oporteret (?) C 19 distinctis]
distinctam C | dicatur] dicitur CN 20 subiecti] subiecto N 21 enim] autem N | sentire]
sensitivum C 22 distinctis] distinctio C | sint] sit C 23 substantiis] subiectis C | et in nobis]
om. C | si … conceditur] om. C | tunc conceditur] inv. N | quod] quia CN
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inquantum sunt proprietates animae intellectivae, distinguuntur et specificantur
materialiter et extrinsece per ipsam sicut per proprium subiectum. De hoc tamen
ad praesens non intromitto me.
100 Ad secundum: cum dicitur quod ad maiorem distinctionem obiectorum
5sequitur maior distinctio potentiarum, concedo quodmaior distinctio in obiecto
formaliter sumpto arguit maiorem distinctionem potentiarum, non materialiter
sumpto. Et tunc adminorem, sive ad falsitatem consequentis: dico quod obiectum
visus et obiectumsensus communis formaliter sumptamagis distinguunturquam
obiectum visus et auditus. Nec probatio valet, nam quod obiectum visus sit pars
10subiectiva obiecti sensus communis, non oportet esse minorem distinctionem
obiectorum formalem, sed solummaterialem; ideo ratio non convincit.
101 Quinto et ultimo arguitur contra quintam conclusionem dupliciter. Primo
sic: quod nullo modo est distinctivum potentiarum animae, nullo modo est
declarativum sive manifestativum distinctionis ipsarum; sed actus, ut patet ex
15prima et secunda conclusione, nullo modo est distinctivum potentiarum animae;
ergo. Maior est nota. Minor per iam dicta patet.
C 40rb 102 Secundo: distinctio in effectu non arguit | distinctionem in causa; non enim
oportet dare tantam distinctionem in principiis quantam in principiatis; sed actus
sunt effectus potentiarum; ergo ex distinctione actuum non potest declarari nec
20argui distinctio potentiarum.
1 sunt] tales C 3 ad praesens non intromitto me] non intromitto me ad praesens CN 4 secun-
dum] secundam C argumentum add. N 5 sequitur] sequeretur N | sequitur … potentiarum]
etc. C | concedo] de obiecto sensus particularis et communis adn. inmarg. N 6 potentiarum] in
potentiis N | non] tamen add. N 7 minorem sive ad] om. N 8 quam] per v 10 oportet esse]
arguit N | esse] om. C | minorem] maioremN 11 obiectorum] om. N | obiectorum formalem]
inv. C | solummaterialem] inv. N | ideo] et praem. N | ratio] om. C argumentumN | convincit]
concludit CN et sic quarta conclusio vera est add. N 12 quinto et ultimo] om. N | arguitur]
impugnatio contra quintam conclusionem adn. inmarg. v | arguitur contra quintam conclusionem]
contra quintam conclusionem arguitur C contra ultimam sive quintam conclusionem arguitur N |
dupliciter] contra quintam conclusionem arguitur adn. in marg. C | primo] et praem. N 13 quod]
qui C 14 declarativum sive manifestativum] manifestativum seu declarativumN | sive mani-
festativum] om. C 14–15 patet … conclusione] tenent prima et secunda conclusiones N 15 est
distinctivum] sunt distinctivi N 16 ergo] etc. add. N | maior … patet] maior et minor sunt notae
per iam dicta C | minor] et praem. N | per iam dicta patet] patet per dicta N 17 secundo] secundo
adn. in marg. C 18 quantam] quanta N 19 potentiarum] animae add. N | nec] distingui nec add.
CN 20 potentiarum] etc. add. N
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103 Respondeo. Ad primum: cum dicitur ‘illud quod non est distinctivum, non
potest esse distinctionis declarativum’, dico quod verum est, si nullo modo habet
ordinem ad distinctionem. Lapis enim, quia non distinguit potentias, nec habet
essentialem ordinem ad eas, non est declarativus distinctionis ipsarum. Si vero
5 illud tale habet essentialem ordinem ad ista distincta, propositio est evidenter
falsa. Effectus enim non est proprie distinctivum suae causae, cum praesupponat
ipsam esse, et per consequens distinctionem, quia habet essentialem ordinem
ad eam; deducit enim in cognitionem entitatis evidentis distinctionis ipsius, ut
dictum est supra; et isto modo actus comparantur ad potentias.
10 104 Ad secundum: cum dicitur quod distinctio effectuum non arguit distinc-
v 46ationem in causa, dico quod principium | est duplex: naturale et supernaturale.
Si loquamur de principio supernaturali, concedo quod nulla distinctio in effectu
arguit distinctionem inprincipio, quia principiumtale est infinitae virtutis. Si vero
loquamur de principio sive de causa naturali, quia talis est limitata et finita, dico
15 quod distinctio in effectu arguit distinctionem in causa; potest enim una causa
producere multos effectus. Sed sicut dictum est superius, quamvis idemmanens
idem semper faciat idem sive eadem, sive unum sive plura, non tamen semper
facit unum tantum. Et ideo secundum aliam diversitatem effectuum possumus
arguere diversitatem in causa; sic est in proposito. Nam a quacumque distinctione
20 actuum non arguitur distinctio potentiarum; possunt enim duo actus distincti
specie, et etiam genere propinquo, fundari in eadem potentia, ut superius dictum
N 107vaest, | ex distinctione actuum secundum genus propinquum. Sed ex distinctione
1–2 non2 … declarativum] etc. C 2 habet] habeat C 3 quia] qui C 4 declarativus] declarativum
CN | ipsarum] earum N 5 tale] non add. C | habet] habeat C 6 non est proprie] licet non
proprie sit N | cum] tamen quia N | praesupponat] praesupponit N 7 ipsam] in add. CN | et]
om. N 8 deducit] deducitur C ducit N | enim] om. CN | cognitionem] communicationem C |
evidentis] eiusdem etN 9 comparantur] operantur (?)N 10 secundum] secundamC | quod] om.
N 11 principium est duplex] duplex est principium scilicet N | supernaturale] principium duplex
scilicet naturale et supernaturale adn. in marg. C 12 loquamur] loquimur CN | supernaturali]
naturali C 13 distinctionem] in causa vel add. CN | principium tale] inv. C 14 loquamur]
loquimur N | limitata et finita] finita et limitata C 16 manens] movens vC 17 idem1] om. vC |
idem2] om. C | semper2] quod C om. N 18 facit] faciat C | aliam] om. C | effectuum] aliam et
aliam add. C 19 arguere] aliam add. N | sic] sicut N | a] ex CN 20 enim] causari add. CN | duo
actus distincti] distincta N | actus] om. C 21 etiam] in add. CN | ut] sicut C 21–22 superius
dictum est] dictum est superius N 22 ex distinctione actuum secundum genus propinquum] om.
C 22–242.1 propinquum… genus] om. (hom.)N 22 sed] quod C
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actuum secundum genus remotum arguitur distinctio potentiarum. Sic idem
manens idem non facit idem, id est, unum solum, immo non faceret eadem, quod
est falsum. Rationes igitur non concludunt. – Patet ergo quid sit dicendum de
distinctione actuum et potentiarum. Et haec de secundo principali.
Articulus tertius
5105 Restat nunc videre tertio utrumpotentiae animaedistinguantur realiter inter
C 40va se. Hoc enim quaerebat quaestio principalis. Et quamvis iste articulus | potest
extendi ad potentias animae vegetativae et sensitivae et intellectivae, ad praesens
tamen reduco eum de potentiis animae intellectivae; de his enim videturmaius
dubiumet controversia inter doctores. Et adpraesensnon intendo inquirere utrum
10intellectus agens sit distincta potentia ab intellectu possibili; de hoc enim erit
quaestio principalis in tertio huius, Deo dante. Intendo igitur istum articulum
ducere vel deducere tantum de tribus potentiis animae intellective, quae sunt
memoria, intellectus et voluntas, sive de partibus imaginis, quod idem est. Et
secundum hoc iste articulus dividitur in duas partes, sicut praecedentes. Prima
15est utrum intellectus et memoria sint potentiae realiter distinctae; secunda est
utrum intellectus differat realiter a voluntate.
1 arguitur] quia C arguit N | distinctio] distinctionem N | sic] sicut N 4 haec] hoc C |
principali] articulo sufficiant N 5–253.25 restat nunc videre tertio utrum potentiae animae
distinguantur … quaestione] in tertio articulo erat videndum de principali quaesito utrum scilicet
potentiae animae realiter distinguantur ad invicem sed quia iste doctor in primo sententiarum
distinctione tertia pulchre pertractat hanc quaestionem et determinat tenens distinctionem realem
inter intellectum et voluntatem contra scotum qui tenet formalem tantum ut habetur secundo
sententiarumdistinctione decima sexta inter intellectumvero etmemoriamnon tenet distinctionem
realem sed confirmat opinionem domini Egidii dicentis quod distinguuntur ratione tantum propter
diversa officia quae conveniunt uni potentiae reali ut habetur in primo suo distinctione tertia circa
finem de intellectu autem agente et possibili quomodo distinguantur determinat in tertio de anima
quaestione penultima articulo secundo ubi tenet intellectum agentem (non del.) distingui realiter ab
intellectu possibili (immo del.) tamquam quidam habitus connaturalis ipsius intellectus possibilis
quare etc. N 6 quaestio principalis] inv. C | potest] possit C 7 ad potentias] om. C | et1] om.
C 8 eum] eam C | de potentiis] ad potentias C | enim videtur] tantum est C 9 et] om. C
10 distincta potentia] inv. C 11 in tertio huius deo dante] deo dante in tertio huius C 12 ducere
vel] om. C 14 praecedentes] praecedens C
11 Alphonsus Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Utrum intellectus agens sit aliqua potentia immediate fundata in
essentia animae distincta realiter ab intellectu possibili (Venetiis 1566, p. 80).
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106 Quantum ad primam partem huius articuli dicunt aliqui doctores quod
memoria, quae est una pars imaginis, est potentia realiter distincta ab intellectu.
Haec conclusio probatur una tali ratione: intellectus agens est potentia realiter
distincta ab intellectu possibili; sedmemoria est ipsemet intellectus agens; ergo
5 etc. Maior supponatur. Minor probatur. Primo sic: duo enim sunt quae memoriae
specialiter competunt. Primum est quod memoria continet species. Secundum est
quod ex ea oritur sive generatur intelligentia. Primum competit intellectui agenti;
continet enimomnes species intelligibiles virtualiter, quia est illud quod est omnia
facere, tertioDe anima. Secundum etiam sibi competit, quod intellectus agens est
10 illud quod causat universale, quod est motivum intellectus, et per consequens ab
eo oritur, et generatur intelligentia. Secundo sic: intellectus agens vere pertinet
ad imaginem; ergo est ipsamet memoria. Probatur antecedens et consequentia.
Consequentia probatur sic: tres sunt partes imaginis, scilicet intellectus, memoria
et voluntas; sed intellectus agens non est possibilis, nec voluntas, ut supponitur
15 nunc; erit ergomemoria, si pertinet ad imaginem. Antecedens probatur sic: imago
quaerenda est in suprema parte animae sive in supremis potentiis animae nostrae;
sed intellectus agens est aliquid supremum simpliciter inter potentias animae
nostrae; ergo videtur vere pertinere ad imaginem.
107 Haec autem opinio videtur falsa in se et in suis motivis. Et ideo de hoc pono
20 v 46btres conclusiones. Prima est quod in parte intellectiva | vere et proprie sit aliqua
memoria; hoc enim supponitur in isto articulo. Secunda est quod intellectus
1 primam] ista est opinio gonfredi adn. C | partem huius articuli] om. C | dicunt aliqui doctores]
gotfredus quodlibeto 8 articulo 6 et 9 articulo 5 adn. in marg. v dicit quidam C 2 potentia] om. C
3 haec conclusio probatur] quod probat ipse C | ratione] argumenta probantia quod intellectus
distinguitur amemoria adn. in marg. C 3–4 realiter distincta ab intellectu possibili] distincta ab
intellectu possibili realiter C 5 etc.] om. C | supponatur] supponitur C 6 specialiter competunt]
inv. C 7 intelligentia] intellectus C 9 quod] quia C 11 et … intelligentia] om. C | secundo]
tertio C | vere] non C 12 imaginem] ergo nec add. C 13 partes imaginis] per se imagines C
15 nunc erit] nec etiam C | si] non C | sic] om. C 17–18 sed intellectus … nostrae] om. (hom.) C
19 falsa] alphonsus impugnat gonfredon adn. C 20 parte] anima C | sit] est C 21 isto] hoc C |
articulo] vide hunc doctorem 1 sententiarum distinctione 3 quaestione 1 articulo 2 adn. in marg. v
1 Godefridus de Fontibus,Quodl. 5.8: Utrum intellectus agens sit imaginis certa pars quae dicitur
memoria (Godfrey of Fontaines, 1914, p. 29). 9 Aristoteles,De Anima 430a14–14. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 186
(149): Sicut in omnium rerumnatura est aliquod quod potest primo fieri et facere omnia illius generis,
sic etiam in anima est necesse haec duo esse: unum secundum quod potest fieri omnia intelligibilia
et recipere ea, et hoc est intellectus possibilis; aliud vero quod potest facere omnia intelligibilia, et
hoc est intellectus agens
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C 40vb agens non per-|-tinet proprie ad imaginem. Tertia est, quae sequitur ex istis, quod
intellectus agens est potentia realiter distincta a memoria.
108 Prima conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: in anima separata reperitur
vere et proprie imago Trinitatis nonminus quam ⟨in⟩ coniuncta; et tamen non
5potest esse potentia sensitiva aliqua formaliter; ergo in ipsa est vere et proprie
memoria. Consequentia nota est, namex quo est una pars imaginis, anima separata
non esset imago Trinitatis, si non haberet memoriam. Et ex quo in anima separata
nulla est potentia sensitiva, oportet quod memoria vere et proprie sit in parte
intellectiva, et non solum in anima sensitiva, ut aliqui imaginantur. Antecedens
10patet de se quoad ambas partes; ergo.
109 Secundo sic: memoria nihil aliud est quam quaedam potentia conservativa
specierum; ergo etc. Maior patet. Minorem ponit Philosophus, tertioDe anima, ubi
dicit quod anima est locus specierum, non tota, sed intellectiva.
110 Secunda conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: quaelibet pars imaginis
15habet aliquem actum formalem respectu obiecti; sed intellectus agens nullum
habet actum formalem; ergo. Maiorem ponit expresse magister Sententiarum,
primo libro, distinctione tertia, ubi dicit quod, sicut intellectus intelligit totum
illud quod voluntas vult, ita et memoria meminit totum illud quod intelligit
intelligentia. Minor patet de se, nam intellectus agens respectu obiecti tantum
20habet actum actualem, et nullum habet formalem; quare etc.
111 Secundo: omnis potentia quae est in anima nostra quae pertinet ad imaginem,
reperitur in angelis; ut communiter dicitur, intellectus agens non reperitur in
angelis; ergo. Minor patet per communemmodum loquendi doctorum. Maior
patet, quia eodemmodo quaerenda est imago in homine et in angelis.
1 quae] quod C 2 realiter] om. C 6 memoria] imago trinitatis C 10 quoad] quantum ad C |
ergo] om. C 11 quaedam] om. C 12 etc.] om. C | minorem] et praem. C 15 aliquem actum
formalem] actum formalem aliquem C 16 maiorem]maior C | expresse magister sententiarum]
magister sententiarum expresse C 19 intelligentia] intellectus C | obiecti] sic add. C 20 nullum
habet] non C | quare etc.] om. C 21 secundo] sic add. C 22 ut] sed praem. C 24 est] esset C
12 Aristoteles, De Anima 429a27–28. Cf. Auctoritates, p. 186 (140): Anima intellectiva est specierum
intelligibilium locus 17 Petrus Lombardus, 1 Sententiarum, d. 3 cap. 2(10).4
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112 Tertia conclusio probatur dupliciter. Primo sic: illae potentiae quarum una
habet actum aliquem formalem distinguuntur necessario realiter; sed memoria et
intellectus agens sunt huiusmodi; ergo. Maior patet, quia alias de uno et eodem
contradictoria verificarentur, quod est impossibile.
5 113 Secundo: illud non est ponendum in anima nostra ad salvandam imaginem
Trinitatis quod non ponitur in his in quibus nonminus reperitur perfecte imago
quam in anima nostra; et tamen non ponitur ibi intellectus agens qui sitmemoria;
ergo nec in anima nostra oportet ponere intellectum agentem esse memoriam per
illam causam. Maior est nota de se. Minor patet per iam dicta.
10 C 41ra114 Respondeo igitur admotiva ipsius. Cum dicitur in ratione principali quod
memoria est ipsemet intellectus agens, patet ex dictis non esse verum.
115 Ad probationes. Ad primam: cum dicitur ‘illa potentia attribuitur vere
et proprie etc.’, conceditur, si illa quae memoriae attribuuntur, alii potentiae
conveniant eodemmodo; et sub isto sensu negatur, quiamemoria continet species
15 vel habitum loco specierum formaliter et subiective; sed intellectus agens continet
solum virtualiter et effective; et ideo non convenit intellectui agenti officium
memoriae nisi aequivoce; et sic est fallacia aequivocationis.
116 Ad secundum: cum dicitur quod intellectus agens vere et proprie pertinet ad
imaginem, patet esse falsum ex dictis. Ad probationem: cum dicebatur quod in
20 supremis potentiis animae nostrae quaerenda est imago Trinitatis, potest illud
concedi. Et tunc dicitur adminorem quod intellectus agens non est simpliciter
perfectior potentia in anima nostra, immo, ut credo, non est perfectior intellectu
possibili, quia intellectus possibilis est formaliter intellectus, intellectus autem
agens non, nec habet aliquam aliam perfectionem huic aequipollentem; est tamen
1 una] unam C 2 aliquem] om. C | realiter] ab altera non habente add. C 3 agens] om. C | alias]
aliter C 3–4 de uno et eodem contradictoria] contradictoria de uno et eodemC 5 secundo] sic add.
C | nostra] om. C 7 et tamen] sed C | non ponitur ibi] in his non ponitur C 8 oportet] oporteret
C | per] propter C 9 de se] om. C | minor] et praem. C | dicta] alphonsus add. C 10 motiva]
motivum C | dicitur in] om. C 12 ad probationes] om. C | primam] primumC | potentia] quae
add. C 13 etc.] om. C 14 quia] quod C 15 habitum] habituum C 16 officium] effectum (?)
C 19 cum dicebatur quod] concedam quod si C 20 animae nostrae] om. C 22 perfectior1]
perfectione (?) C 23 formaliter] forma C 24 aliam] om. C | huic] om. C
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perfectior secundum quid. Sed de hoc in tertio aliquid dicetur, et ideo ad praesens
dimitto. Tamen, ne videatur fuga, dico ad rationem quod illa maior sic debet
intelligi (aliternonhabet veritatem), scilicet, quod in supremispotentiis animae, in
v 47a quibus convenimus cum angelis, quaeren-|-da est imago Trinitatis. Sed intellectus
5non est huiusmodi, ut patet ex dictis. Ideo ratio non convincit.
117 Est alius modus dicendi doctoris nostri fratris Aegidii, quod memoria et
intellectus sunt eadem potentia naturaliter consequens diversa officia et diversos
actus sive operationes, quae sunt tenere species et habitualiter cognoscere, et
uti speciebus et actualiter cognoscere; sunt igitur una potentia realiter, diversa
10secundumrationem.Hanc autemconclusionemcredo esse veram.Et ideo confirmo
eam dupliciter.
118 Primo sic: eiusdempotentiae est tenere habitum et uti habitu, tenere speciem
et uti specie; sed tenere speciem et habere habitum pertinet ad memoriam; uti
autem specie et uti habitu pertinet ad intellectum; ergo intellectus et memoria
15sunt una potentia realiter quantum ad illud quod absolute importatur. Maior est
nota, quia opposita est impossibilis totaliter: quod una et eadem potentia habeat
species et habitum, et alia utatur speciebus et habitu videtur impossibile. Minor
patet de se.
119 Secundo: habitus debet poni in tali potentia quae habet actum elicere; sed
20C 41rb habitus ponitur in memoria, et intellectus elicit actum; | quare idem quod prius.
3 aliter] et praem. C 5 non1] noster C | ut patet ex dictis] om. C | convincit] concludit C
6 dicendi] aegidius adn. C | doctoris nostri fratris aegidii] aegidius 1 sententiarum distinctione 3
parte 2 quaestione 2 principio articuli 2 item 2 sententiarum distinctione 16 quaestione 1 corpore
quaestionis adn. in marg. v om. C 7 naturaliter] materialiter C | consequens] conveniens (?)
C | officia] om. C 8 habitualiter] actualiter C 9 potentia] specie C 10 autem] om. C
10–11 confirmo eam] eam confirmabo C 13 et] est C | habitum] qui add. C 14 autem] om. C |
intellectus et memoria] memoria et intellectus C 16 quod] quia C 17 species] speciem C 18 de]
iter. v 20 habitus] intellectus C | quare] quia C
6 Aegidius Romanus, In Primum Sententiarum, d. 3 p. 2 q. 2 art. 2: Quomodo in mente, notitia et
amore reperitur imago? (Cordubae 1699, f. 87); d. 3 p. 2 q. 4 art. 2: Utrummemoria, intelligentia et
voluntas sint tres potentiae. – Dicendumergo quodmemoria et intelligentia non sunt duae potentiae
secundum veritatem sive secundum rem sed secundum rationem. Propter hoc aliqui dicunt eas esse
duas vires; volunt enimquod sufficiat ad distinctionem viriumdiversitas officiorum; eadem enim est
potentia memoria et intelligentia, sed prout meminit dicitur memoria, prout itelligit intelligentia
(ib., f. 99–100)
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Maior patet propter duo. Primo, quia generatur habitus ex actibus, et ideo ponitur
in illa potentia quae potest elicere actum; secundo, quia habitus non ponitur nisi
ut eliciatur actus perfectior a potentia habituata, quod non potest fieri nisi in illa
potentia poneretur habitus qui elicit actum.Minor patet, nam officiummemoriae
5 est tenere habitum vel speciem, officium autem intellectus est uti praedictis; ergo
etc.
120 Sed contra hanc conclusionem occurrunt duo dubia. Primum est quia, cum
imago attendatur secundum potentias animae correspondentis tribus personis in
divinis, quae quidem potentiae sunt memoria, intelligentia et voluntas, videtur
10 quod debeant realiter ad invicem distingui et separari, quoniam personae realiter
distinguuntur ad invicem, alias anima nullo modo esset imago Dei.
121 Secundumdubiumest: quia ex fundamentis quaestionis videturposse probari
memoriam et intellectum distingui naturaliter et realiter, arguitur sic: quaecum-
que distinguuntur, omni operatione intellectus circumscripta, distinguuntur
15 naturaliter et realiter; alias esset daremedium inter distinctionem realem et ratio-
nis, quod negat doctor noster; sed memoria et intellectus distinguuntur, omni
operatione intellectus circumscripta; ergo. Praeterea, ex dictis in ista conclusione,
quaecumque potentiae habent officia secundum actus distinctos praeter operatio-
nem intellectus, distinguuntur, omni operatione circumscripta intellectus; patet
20 ex terminis; sed memoria et intellectus, ut patet ex fundamentis huius positionis,
sunt huiusmodi; ergo etc. Nam admemoriam pertinet tenere speciem et habitua-
liter cognoscere; ad intellectum vero uti specie et actualiter cognoscere; ergo non
sunt eadem realiter.
1 primo quia] inv. C | ideo] cum add. C 2 nisi] sup. lin. C 3 in] om. C 5–6 ergo etc.] om. C
7 dubia] dubia adversus opinionem aegidii adn. in marg. v argumenta probantia quod distinguuntur
intellectus et memoria adn. in marg. C | quia] quod C | cum] om. C 8 potentias] partes (?) C |
correspondentis] repugnantibus C 9 potentiae] partes C | intelligentia] intellectus C | voluntas]
et add. C 10 ad invicem distingui] distingui ad invicem C | personae] per se C 11 ad invicem]
ab aliis C | alias anima] anima vero C 12 quia] quod C | quaestionis] conclusionis C | probari]
probare (?) C 13 et realiter] om. C 15 alias] aliter C 16 doctor noster] 1 sententiarum
distinctione 30 quaestione 3 corpore quaestionis in calce fere adn. in marg. v 18 secundum] om. C
19 circumscripta intellectus] inv. C 20 patet] tenet C | positionis] positiones C 21 etc.] om. C
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122 Respondeo. Ad primum istorum sic ad praesens: spectat enim ad tertium
librum, ubi solvitur haec ratio; sed sufficit ad praesens quod inter imaginem
creatam et increatam est tanta similitudo quod ponunt quod aliquae potentiae
animae distingui realiter et aliquae inter se identificari; et cum hoc, non obstante
5hac similitudine, adhuc anima erit imago Dei.
123 Ad secundum vero respondeo. Cuius gratia est advertendum quod non est
intentio doctoris nostri attribuere aliquam operationem sive aliquod officium
memoriae quod realiter non attribuitur intellectui, prout intellectus et memoria
nominant unam potentiam absolutam. Est enim una potentia absoluta habens
10realiter duo officia, quorum unum est tenere species et habitualiter cognoscere,
C 41va secundum vero uti specie et actualiter | cognoscere. Ista autem potentia, quae
realiter est una, habet duo nomina imposita ab intellectu; nam intellectus compa-
rat istam potentiam unam, ut habet unum officium, ad se ipsam, ut habet aliud
officium, et imponit ei diversa nomina; et vocat eammemoriam inquantumhabet
15v 47b continere | species et cognoscere habitualiter, et vocat eam intellectum inquan-
tum utitur ipsa specie et actualiter cognoscit. Et isto modo memoria et intellectus
sunt duae potentiae, vel dicuntur duae solum secundum rationem, una autem
realiter. Nec est aliquod inconveniens, quia distinctio secundum rationem non
arguit distinctionem realem, immo stat cum ea, ut patet ex primo articulo huius
20quaestionis.
124 Hoc supposito, patet quid sit dicendum ad rationem. Nam memoria et
intellectus non distinguuntur, omni operatione intellectus circumscripta, ut patet
ex dictis. Et cum probatur quod habent officia et operationes distinctas, patet
quid dicendum. Non enim potentia quae importatur nomine ‘memoriae’ habet
25aliquod officium quod non habeat illa potentia quae importatur realiter nomine
‘intellectus’. Vel illa eadem potentia exsistens una habet diversa nomina iuxta
1 sic] quantum C | enim] om. C 2 librum] om. C | inter] ad C 3 ponunt] possunt C | quod
aliquae] om. C 4 identificari] identificantur C | cum hoc] om. C 8 quod realiter] inv. C |
attribuitur] attribuatur C 9 absolutam] om. C | est enim] altera enim est C | absoluta] om.
C 13 officium] effectum C | ad se ipsam] a se ipsum C | aliud] om. C 14 imponit] ponit
C 15 species] speciem C 17 duae1] corr. sup. lin. ex idem (?) C | dicuntur duae] differunt (?) C |
solum] tamen add. C | autem] sup. lin. C 18 nec] hoc add. C | quia] talis add. C 20 quaestionis]
conclusionis C 22–23 patet ex dictis] ex dictis patet C 23 cum] illud C 24 quid] sit add. C
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diversitatem officiorum et operationum suarum. Et ideo ratio non convincit. Et
sic patet quid sit dicendum ad primam rationem et secundam, et totam primam
partem huius articuli.
125 Quantum vero ad secundummembrum huius articuli, scilicet utrum intel-
5 lectus et voluntas sint duae potentiae realiter distinctae, dicunt aliqui doctores
quod intellectus et voluntas dicunt unam rem absolutam superadditam naturae
humanae, habentem rationem duarum potentiarum propter hoc quod est prin-
cipium duorum actuum subordinatorum, ut sunt intelligere et velle, ita quod
intellectus et voluntas in nullo absoluto differunt. Et confirmatur haec positio
10 rationibus et auctoritatibus.
126 Prima ratio talis est: sicut se habet appetitus naturalis ad naturam quam
consequitur, ita se habet intellectus ad intellectum, et sensitivus ad sensitivum;
sed appetitus naturalis non differt realiter a natura quam consequitur; ergo.Maior
et minor patent. Constat enim quod appetitus naturalis materiae non differt a
15 materia, nec appetitus gravis a gravitate.
127 Secundo: frustra ponuntur plura ubi sufficit unum; et una natura absoluta
sive una potentia realiter sumpta sufficit ad percipiendum intelligere, velle et
cognoscere; ergo. Maior patet de se, si aeque bene possit fieri; Deus enim et
natura nihil faciunt frustra. Minor probatur quia actus genere differentes, si
20 sint subordinati, possunt esse ab eodem principio absoluto, sicut ab eodem
C 41vblumine | solis fit illuminatio et calefactio aeris, quia illuminatio et calefactio sunt
actus subordinati; sed intelligere, velle, cogitare, appetere sunt actus subordinati
genere differentes, quia appetere sensitivumpraesupponit cognitivumsensitivum;
appetere intellectivum praesupponit intellectum; appetere velle praesupponit
25 intelligere; ergo.
1 ratio] om. C | convincit] concludit (?) C 4–5 intellectus] intetellectus v 5 duae potentiae]
inv. C | aliqui doctores] durandus 1 sententiarum distinctione 3 quaestione 4 adn. in marg. v opinio
durandi in primo sententiarum adn. in marg. C 7 rationem] respectu add. C | duarum] sup. lin.
C 9 absoluto] absolute C | positio] corr. sup. lin. ex primo (?) C 12 consequitur] sequitur C |
sensitivum] vel (?) sensus ad sensum add. sup. lin. C 13 realiter] naturaliter C | consequitur]
sequitur C 15 appetitus] appetitur v 16 secundo] quia (?) C | et] sed C | absoluta] abstracta
v 17 sufficit] om. C | percipiendum] recipiendum (?) C 18 possit] possint C 20 sint] sunt
C 22 cogitare] et add. C 23 sensitivum2] seu sensum (?) C 24 intellectivum] intellectum C
25 ergo] possunt esse ab eodem principio absoluto add. C
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128 Praeterea omnis virtus non cognoscens formaliter fertur in suum obiectum
naturaliter, et non libere; sed voluntas in eligendo fertur in suum obiectum libere
et naturaliter, prout naturale distinguitur contra liberum; ergo voluntas erit ut
cognoscens formaliter; sed in superiori parte animae, ubi est voluntas, non est
5aliqua potentia cognoscens formaliter nisi intellectus; ergo intellectus et voluntas
sunt una et eadem natura sive potentia. Maior patet, quia omne agens liberum
habet iudicare de actu suo, alioquin non dominaretur sui, et per consequens non
esset liberum agens; potentia enim libera dicitur esse iudicativa sui actus, et per
consequens erit cognoscens sive iudicativa. Minor conceditur ab omnibus.
10129 Quarto: si intellectus esset diversa potentia a voluntate absolute, sequeretur
quod Deus posset facere sive causare velle, intelligere absque eo quod cognoscere
praecederet in intellectu; consequens est falsum; ergo. Falsitas consequentis patet
expresse per beatumAugustinum, decimoDeTrinitate, ubi dicit: ‘incognita diligere
non possumus, quia nihil volitum nisi prius cognitum’. Consequentia patet, nam
15si intellectus et voluntas sunt distinctae naturae absolute, velle non divideretur ab
intelligere tamquam a suo subiecto, neque tamquam a dispositionibus subiecti,
v 48a quia habent aliud et aliud subiectum; nec per con-|-sequens dependeret ab eo in
genere causae efficientis; sed ita Deus potest supplere; ergo potest causare velle in
voluntate absque hoc quod cognitum praecedat in intellectu.
20130 Confirmatur secundo haec positio auctoritatibus beati Augustini, quia istae
tres potentiae sunt unamens, una virtus, una substantia. – Sed responsum est ad
eas in praecedenti conclusione; ideo ad praesens non admittantur.
1 formaliter] om. C 2 eligendo] eliciendo C | obiectum] om. C 3 naturale] om. C 4 est1] om. C
5 formaliter] om. C 6 quia] om. C | liberum] libere C 8 dicitur esse iudicativa] in (?) iudicatione
C 10 quarto] quarta ratio adn. in marg. C 11 facere sive causare] creare sive facere C | velle] et add.
C | eo] hoc C | cognoscere] cognitio C 12 falsitas] falsitatis C 13 trinitate] capitulo secundo et
quaestione (?) add. C 15 divideretur] distinguitur C 16 intelligere] intellectu C 17 dependeret]
dependeat C | eo] illo C 18 ita] ista C 19 in intellectu] intellectum C 20 haec positio] hoc
C | auctoritatibus] per auctoritates C | istae] ipsae C 21–22 ad eas] om. C 22 conclusione]
quaestione C | ideo] tamen C | admittantur] admittatur C
13 Augustinus,De Trinitate 10.1(3): Illud enim fieri potest ut amet quisque scire incognita, ut autem
amet incognita non potest. 21 Augustinus, De Trinitate 10.11(18): Haec igitur tria, memoria,
intellegentia, voluntas, quoniam non sunt tres vitae sed una vita, nec tres mentes sed una mens,
consequenter utique nec tres substantiae sunt sed una substantia.
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131 Haec autem opinio non videtur mihi vera; sed quia totus tertiusDe anima est
in oppositum, ut videbitur, ideo arguatur contra eam dupliciter.
132 Primo sic: actus subordinati genere differentes ab eodem principio causati
sive agente secundum eandem rationem agendi non possunt recipi in eodem
5 passo secundum eandem rationem recipiendi; sed intelligere et velle sunt duo
actus subordinati genere differentes, et causantur vel possunt causari ab eodem
agente secundum eandem rationem agendi; ergo non possunt in eodem passo
C 42rarecipi; sed re-|-cipiuntur in ipsa anima; ergo alia est ratio recipiendi istum actum
qui est intelligere, et alia ratio recipiendi istum actum qui est velle; sed constat
10 quod ratio recipiendi intellectum est intellectio, ratio recipiendi volitionem est
voluntas; ergo intellectus et voluntas non sunt una et eadem potentia. Maior
videtur nota de se, nam, licet idem agens causet diversas operationes in diversis
receptivis, ut sol qui per eundem calorem exsiccat lutum et liquefacit ceram, et
idem receptivum secundum eandem rationem recipiendi seu receptivam suscipit
15 diversas operationes a diversis agentibus (sicut fuit declaratum quaestione de
extensione formarum, articulo primo), non est tamen intelligibile quod idem
agensnaturale per eandemrationemexparte reimoveat intellectumet voluntatem
ad tales actus et causet eos, ut inferius evidentius apparebit, ubi disputabitur de
obiecto intellectus et voluntatis; ergo etc.
20 133 Secundo: illae potentiae quarum una excedit aliam simpliciter et absolute,
perfectionaliter distinguuntur ab invicem necessario realiter; sed voluntas neces-
sario excedit intellectum perfectionaliter; ergo. Maior patet ex terminis, alias una
et eadem potentia excederet se ipsam in perfectione, quod implicat. Minor vide-
tur nota, quia, ut suppono ad praesens, beatitudo principaliter et principalius
1 opinio] responsio C | vera] confutatio opnionis durandi adn. in marg. v | tertius] secundus C
2 arguatur] arguo C | dupliciter] arguitur dupliciter quomodo intellectus et voluntas non sunt
una et eadem potentia adn. in marg. C 5 duo] respectu C 8 est] om. C 9 alia ratio recipiendi
istum actum qui est] om. C 10 quod ratio1] pro ratione C | ratio2] om. C | recipiendi2] ergo add.
C | volitionem] volitio C 12 agens] non add. C 13 qui] om. C | exsiccat] excitat C 19 ergo etc.]
om. C 21 ab] ad C 21–22 necessario] om. C 24 principaliter et] om. C
16 Alphonsus Vargas,QDA 2.2: Utrum anima intellectiva coniuncta corpori extendatur extenione
corporis. Art. 1: Quae est ratio suceptiva seu receptiva quantitatis? (Venetiis 1566, p. 22a) 19 Alphon-
sus Vargas,QDA 3.3.2: Utrumbeatitudo qua formaliter homo beatificatur consistat in actu intellectus
vel voluntatis (Venetiis 1566, p. 103a)
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consistit in actu voluntatis quam intellectus; quod non esset, si voluntas non
excederet intellectum simpliciter in perfectione. Et confirmatur ista minor sic: ibi
est potentia simpliciter perfectior cuius actus perficit actum alterius potentiae;
sed actus voluntatis perficit actum intellectus; ergo. Assumptum probatur per
5beatum Augustinum dicentem: ‘nullum bonum perfecte cognoscitur quod non
perfecte amatur’, et per consequens amor perficit cognitionem.
134 Respondeo ad rationes alterius opinionis. Ad primum: dico quod non est
simile de appetitu naturali et cognitivo, quia appetere est perfectior actus in
cognoscentibus quam in rebus naturalibus; et quia ad perfectiorem actum plura
10requiruntur quam ad imperfectiorem, idcirco non oportet quod, si forma naturalis
sufficit ad principiandum actum talem, etc. Nec valet si dicatur contra istam
solutionem quod ad principiandum actum perfectiorem sufficit quod potentia
quae ordinatur ad talem actum sit perfectior. Non sufficit, quia plura ordinantur
ad ipsum; non enim quaecumque perfectio sufficit ad principiandum actus genere
15C 42rb remoto differentes, cuiusmodi sunt illi, | ut dictum est prius; sed in rebus creatis
tales actus necessario principiantur a diversis potentiis.
135 Ad secundum: dico quod minor est totaliter falsa. Et exemplum quod
adducitur ad probationem non est ad propositum, immomagis ad oppositum.
Nam eo ipso quod aer ab eodem lumine solis illuminatur et calefit, oportet dare in
20aere aliam et aliam rationem recipiendi, quia lumen recipitur per diaphaneitatem,
in qua convenit cum corporibus supercoelestibus, calefactionem etiam recipit ipse
aer per aliam et aliam qualitatem, in qua convenit cum elementis. Sic a simili in
2 in] et C | confirmatur] confirmatio adn. in marg. C 3 potentia] perfectio C | perfectior] om.
C 5 augustinum] augustinus adn. in marg. C | dicentem] 10 de trinitate capitulo 2 tomo 3 adn. in
marg. v | quod non] nisi quod C 7 respondeo] ad rationes durandi adn. C | alterius opinionis]
om. C 8 simile] similiter C 9 perfectiorem] perfectionem C 11 principiandum… etc.] actum
principaliter actum totaliter C 11–12 contra istam solutionem] om. C 12 ad principiandum]
ista similitudo quantum ad recipiendum C | quod2] talis add. C 13 talem actum] inv. C | non
sufficit quia] sed non oportet quod C | ordinantur] ordinentur C 14 quaecumque] quicumque
C | sufficit] om. C 15 prius] supra C 16 principiantur] principaliter C | a] in C 17 et] ut C
18 immomagis ad oppositum] om. C 19 calefit] calefacit C 21 etiam] et C | recipit] resistit C
22 in] cum C | sic] et praem. C
5 Augustinus, De diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus, 35.2: nullumque bonum perfecte noscitur,
quod non perfecte amatur (PL 40, col. 0024).
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v 48bproposito: per aliam rationem recipit actum intelligendi, et per aliam actum |
volendi, ex quo talis actus potest causari ab eodem agente per eandem rationem
agendi.
136 Ad tertium: cum dicitur ‘omnis virtus non cognoscens formaliter’, dico quod
5 haec propositio veritatem habet de agente principali; omne enim agens principale
non cognoscens fertur in obiectum naturaliter, non libere. Sed non est verum de
potentia quae non est agens principale. Sed ratio agendi ad hoc quod in suum
obiectum feratur libere, sufficit quod sit cognoscens vel imperet virtuti cognitivae;
voluntas autem imperat intellectui, qui est cognoscens formaliter, non sicut agens
10 principale, sed sicut ratio agendi; agens autem principale ipsa anima est, vel homo
cognoscens formaliter; non tamen per eandem potentiam per quam fertur, est
volens. Ideo ratio non convincit.
137 Ad quartum: negatur consequentia, quamvis aliqui doctores non haberent
pro inconvenienti quod Deus posset facere actum voluntatis sine actu intellectus.
15 Et si hoc esset verum, diceretur ad argumentum quod illud intelligitur secundum
ordinem naturalem. Sed quia hoc est mihi valde dubium, nego consequentiam.
Et dico ad probationem quod ipse arguit ex insufficienti. Manifestae enim sunt
causae propter quas repugnat uni rei esse sine alia. Deus enim non potest facere
unum correlativum sine alio, et tamen unum non est subiectum alterius, nec
20 dispositio subiecti. Non ergo potest fieri dilectio sine cognitione, quia cognitio est
conservativa dilectionis, vel propter connexionem potentiarum, quia se praesup-
ponunt necessario, sicut relatio et fundamentum; et ideo non potest fieri sine eo,
quia, supposito quod realiter distinguerentur, quid ergo? Peccat ergo ista ratio per
fallaciam consequentis. Ad auctoritates beati Augustini responsum est iam quid
25 sit verum de quaestione.
1 aliam2] et aliam add. C | recipit] resistit C 2 causari] creari C 4 cum dicitur] om. C 7 sed]
est add. C | agendi] ideo denotatur quod est ratio agendi add. C | ad hoc] adhuc C 9 intellectui]
voluntas imperat intellectui adn. in marg. C 12 convincit] convenit seu concludit C 13 haberent]
habeant C 14 posset] possit C | facere] faceret v | actu] actumC 15 si hoc] similiter C 17 dico]
om. C | quod] quia C | insufficienti] sufficienti C | manifestae] multae C 18 uni] unius C
21 conservativa] conservatio C | connexionem] dilectionem cognitionem C | se] om. C 22 sicut]
enim add. C 23 quid ergo] cum eo C | ergo] om. C 24 auctoritates] auctoritatem C 25 verum]
om. C
254 chapter 8
138 Ad rationes principales: patet quid sit dicendum per iam dicta in corpore
quaestionis. Et cum obiicitur in secunda ratione quod alimentum est obiectum
C 42vb potentiae nutritivae, augmentativae, generativae, dico quod, quamvis | istae
potentiae habeant unum obiectummaterialiter sumptum, habent tamen aliud
5et aliud formaliter sumptum; nam nutrimentum respicit quid, augmentativa
quantum, generativa superfluum alimentum, ut dicitur in secundo huius: ‘nutrit
in eo quod quid, augmentat in eo quod quantum’.
1 rationes principales] rationes principales adn. in marg. C argumenta in principio quaestionis facta
N | sit dicendum] inv. C | per iam dicta] ex dictis N 2 et] om. C 3 augmentativae] et add.
N | augmentativae generativae] generativae et augmentativae C | quamvis] licet N 3–4 istae
potentiae] om. N 4–5 habent tamen aliud et aliud] non tamen N 5–7 nam nutrimentum
… quantum] quia alimentum sub ratione qua est quid respicit nutritivam sub ratione quanti
augmentativam et sub ratione superflui generativam et sic est finis huius notabilis quaestionis
et subtilis domini alphonsi hispalensis episcopi ordinis fratrum eremitarum sancti augustini etc.
N 5 nutrimentum] nutritivum C | quid] cum C 6 quantum] ad add. C | nutrit] nutritive C
7 in1] om. C | quod1] quid C | in2] om. C | quod2] quam C
6 Aristoteles,De Anima 416b11–17
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Fontes
6 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Quantum ad primum dicunt duo doctores
[Aureolus et Franc. de Maronismg], quod inter entia realia nullo modo potest esse
distinctio rationis; immo ubi est distinctio rationis oportet utrumquemembrum sit
ens rationis, vel alterum saltem. Et ulterius loquentes dicunt quod ubi est distinctio
secundum quid, utrumque membrum est secundum quid, vel alterum saltem
(Caesenae 1630, p. 10)
7 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Primum probant sic. Quandocumque aliquod
subiectum condividitur alteri subiecto ex opposito, quantum passio adaequata uni
subiecto repugnat alteri subiecto, tantum e converso; sed ens reale et ens rationis
condividuntur ex opposito, et esse idem ratione et distinctum ratione sunt passiones
adaequatae enti rationis, sicut esse idem re et distinctum re sunt passiones adaequatae
enti reali; sed distinctio realis repugnat entibus rationibus; ergo et distinctio rationis
entibus realibus. Maior est manifesta, quia quantum risibilitas repugnat equo,
tantum hinibilitas homini. Minor etiam manifesta videtur esse, quia per easdem
differentias [distantias ed] per quas dividitur ens, dividitur et distinctio (Caesenae
1630, p. 10).
8 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Secundo ad idem sic. Cui repugnat actus
primus, et actus secundus, qui de necessitate praesupponit actum primum; sed
distingui secundum rationem est actus secundus, qui de necessitate praesupponit
esse secundum rationem; ergo cui repugnat esse secundum rationem, et distingui
secundum rationem; sed extremis realibus repugnat esse secundum rationem vel esse
rationis; ergo. Probo hoc ipsum: si extrema realia haberent esse rationis, dependerent
a ratione; hoc autem est inconveniens; ergo id ex quo sequitur (Caesenae 1630, p. 10).
9 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Tertio sic. Vel extrema distinctionis rationis
sunt extrema ut res sunt, vel sunt extrema ut non sunt res; si primo modo, ergo
distinguuntur sicut res a re et per consequens realiter et non ratione; si non sunt
extremadistinctionis ut res, tunchabeturpropositum, quod scilicet distinctio rationis
non est inter extrema realia ex quo extrema ut sic non sunt res (Caesenae 1630, p. 10).
10 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Quarto. Si distinctio rationis vel quodcumque
ens rationis esset vel reciperetur in ente reali formaliter, praesupponeret potentiam
in ente reali per quam reciperetur; consequens est falsum; ergo et antecedens.
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Consequentia est nota, quia nihil recipitur in aliquo nisi per potentiam receptivam.
Falsitas consequentis probatur. Si ens rationis praesupponeret potentiam in ente
reali: vel illa potentia esset realis, vel rationis. Non rationis, quia cum primum ens
rationis praesupponat potentiam, sequeretur quod ante primumens rationis esset ens
rationis; item: si potentia esset ens rationis, haberet ens receptum et per consequens
praesupponeret potentiam aliam, et sic in infinitum. Nec potest esse potentia realis,
quia sequerentur duo inconvenientia; primo, quod referretur realiter ad ens rationis,
cum potentia realis realiter referatur ad suum actum; item, sequeretur quod ens
rationis haberet esse receptum realiter in ente reali, quod est absurdum. Probatur hoc;
quia potentia receptiva realis potest aliquid recipere realiter; recipere autem realiter
arguit recipi realiter, cum sit relativa; et per consequens potentia si recipit ens rationis
realiter, ens rationis recipitur realiter (Caesenae 1630, pp. 10–11).
11 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Nunc pono duas propositiones his oppositas.
Prima est quod inter extrema realia quorum utrumque est res, potest esse distinctio
rationis. Secunda: quod distinctio secundum quid non arguit de necessitate extrema
habentia esse secundum quid, nec alterum extremorum (Caesenae 1630, p. 12).
16 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Secunda. Cuicumque non repugnat primus
actus, nec secundus, qui de necessitate praesupponit actum primum; sed entibus
realibus non repugnat esse rationis, ad quod sequitur distingui secundum rationem;
ergo, etc. Maior manifesta est ex terminis. Minor declaratur. Entibus realibus seu
extremis non repugnat esse rationis; immo convenit; nam esse conceptum, esse
intellectum, esse cognitum, esse apprehensum: ista non possunt esse nisi entia
rationis, cumnon sintnisi a ratione; vel saltemsunt entia secundumquid et diminuta;
et tamen entia realia secundum suam realitatem vere possunt habere esse conceptum,
esse intellectum, esse apprehensum, esse cognitum; ergo, etc (Caesenae 1630, pp. 12–13).
18 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Primum probo sic. Quandocumque aliquod
subiectum condivisum subiecto habet duas passiones quarum una non est magis
adaequata quam alia, nec maiori necessitate sequitur subiectum una quam alia, una
non est magis incommunicbilis quam alia; sed distinctio rationis et identitas rationis
consequuntur ens rationis condivisum enti reali, et distinctio rationis non est magis
adaequata, nec maiori necessitate consequitur ens rationis, quam identitas rationis;
ergo non est magis incommunicabilis enti reali distinctio rationis quam identitas
rationis; sed identitas rationis invenitur inter extrema realia; ergo. Maior videtur
esse manifesta ex terminis. Minor declaratur quoad utramque partem. Primo, quod
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distinctio non sequitur maiori necessitate nec magis adaequate ens rationis quam
identitas rationis probatur sic. Sicut se habet distinctio et identitas realis ad ens reale,
ita distinctio et identitas rationis ad ens rationis; sed distinctio realis non maiori
necessitate nec magis adaequate sequitur ens reale quam identitas realis; ergo nec
distinctio rationismaiori necessitate necmagis adaequate sequitur ens rationis quam
identitas rationis (Caesenae 1630, p. 12).
20 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Ista est intentio Comm. 12 Metaph. com. 39, ubi
dicit quod intellectus potest dividere unita et divisa adunare. Quaero quomodo potest
dividere seu distinguere et unire: realiter vel secundum rationem? Non realiter, quia
ad hoc non se extendit intellectus seu virtus rationis; ergo secundum rationem; et sic
extrema realia possunt habere distinctionem rationis (Caesenae 1630, pp. 13–14).
21 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Ad evidentiam solutionis rationum tria sunt
animadvertenda. Primum: quae est illa distinctio rationis quae est passio adaequata
enti rationis? Secundo: utrum illa distinctio rationis quae non est passio enti rationis
adaequata oriatur aliquomodo ex natura rei? Tertio: utrum talis distinctio rationis
sit in extremis realibus subiective? (Caesenae 1630, p. 15).
22 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Quantum ad primum est sciendum quod
distinctio rationis est duplex: [CD1] quaedam quae immediate est a ratione fabricata,
[CD2] quaedam alia quae non est immediate a ratione, sed mediate, sicut illa quae
oritur immediate ex extremis rationis, ut inter genus et speciem, et alia entia rationis.
Ista enim non est a ratione nisi quia fundamenta et termini ex quibus innascitur sunt
a ratione. Si quaeratur quae istarum est passio adaequata enti rationis: dicendum est
quod illa quae innascitur [= CD2], et non illa quae immediate a ratione fabricatur [=
CD1]. Cuius ratio est quia distinctio rationis fabricatur a ratione immediate ex eo quod
comparat idem ad seipsum, vel ex eo quod aliqua apprehendit diversa vel ut diversa;
sed ita potest comparare ens reale ad seipsum sicut ens rationis; et ita apprehendere
entia realia diversa vel ut diversa, sicut entia rationis, et ita distinctio rationis fabricata
[= CD1] potest competere entibus realibus sicut entibus rationis (Caesenae 1630, p. 15).
23 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Tertio videndum est de distinctione rationis
fabricata ab anima: utrum sit in extremis realibus subiective (quia de ista quae
innascitur dicendum est quod est in extremis rationis, cum innascitur in /ex/
eis). Ad quod dicendum est quod secundum intentionem doctorum ponentium
distinctionem rationis inter extrema realia, talis distinctio non est inter illa extrema
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subiective, sed solum obiective et terminative, ut talia sunt obiectum rationis. Et
hoc non obstante verum est dicere quod inter extrema realia est distinctio rationis,
et vere habent distinctionem rationis. Cuius raio est, quia si actus primus dicitur
vere competere alicui, non obstante quod non insit subiective, et actus secundus
qui sequitur ad actum primum; sed res vere habent esse conceptum, dat quod esse
conceptum non insit nec competat eis subiective sed solum obiective et termintive;
ergo distingui secundum rationem competet extremis realibus, dato quod distinctio
non insit eis subiective sed solum obiective et terminative et denominative (Caesenae
1630, p. 17).
25 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Ad secundam rationem, cum dicitur ‘cui
repugnat actus primus, et actus secundus, qui de necessitate praesupponit actum
primum’: concedatur uniformiter eomodo quo repugnat primus actus. Adminorem,
quando dicitur quod esse rationis repugnat extremis realibus: dicendumquod aliquid
potest repugnare alicuimultipliciter. Et ideo secundumprimam viam esse secundum
rationem non repugnat extremis realibus obiective, terminative et denominative,
sed subiective. Et istomodo concederent quod distinctio rationis repugnat extremis
realibus subiective, sed non oniective, terminative et denominative. Secundum aliam
viamrespondetur cumdicitur quod extremis realibus repugnat esse ens rationis: quod
esse rationis competat alicui duobus modis potest intelligi: uno modo quidditative,
alio modo subiective et fundative. Primomodo, in primo sensu, verum est quod esse
rationis repugnat entibus realibus; in secundo autem sensu non, sicut verbi gratia
substantiae repugnat esse accidentale; ista est duplex, quia vera est quidditative,
licet falsa sit fundative et subiective, quia esse substantiale potest fundare esse
accidentale. Et ita diceretur quod extrema realia possunt habere esse rationis. Nec ex
hoc sequitur quod dependeant in suo esse reali a ratione, immo praesupponuntur,
quia fundamentum praesupponitur fundato (Caesenae 1630, p. 18).
26 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Ad tertiam cum dicitur ‘aut sunt extrema
distinctionis rationis ut res, vel ut non res’: dico quod nec ut res, nec ut non res, quia si
ut res, nihil distingueretur ratione nisi res; nec ut non res, quia tunc res non possent
distingui ratione (Caesenae 1630, p. 18).
27 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Et si dicatur quod ista sunt contradictoria:
dico quod non est verum, quia utraque propositio est affirmativa; sicut si dicatur
‘homo vel est albus quidditative vel est non albus quidditative’ utraque istarum
falsum est, quia sicut albedo non est de quidditate hominis, nec negatio albedinis.
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Sed si dicaur ‘homo vel est albus quidditative, vel non est albus quidditative’ tunc
oportet concedere alterummembrum, quod non est albus quidditative. Et ita dico
in proposito, quod non sunt extrema distinctionis ut res; nec sequitur propter hoc
quod ut non res, quia ista est affirmativa de praedicato negato, sicut apparet in
exemplo supra posito; alia autem alterius exempli est negativa. Si autem quaeratur
sub qua reduplicatione extrema realia sunt extrema rationis: dico quod ut comparata
per rationem, sive ut apprehensa distincta, vel ut distincta (Caesenae 1630, pp. 18–
19).
28 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Ad quartam rationem, cum dicitur ‘si entia
rationis essent, vel fundarentur in entibus realibus, tunc praesupponerent potentiam
per quam reciperentur’. – Secundum primam viam, ponendo quod entia rationis
non sint subiective in entibus realibus, non oportet dare potentiam per quam
recipiantur, sed solum potentiam ad esse denominatum, ad esse obiectivum et ad
esse terminativum; et talis potentia ad distinctionem rationis est distinguibilitas,
sicut ad esse visum est visibilitas; et ista aptitudo potest esse in re, dato quod actus
numquam dicatur esse in re subiective (Caesenae 1630, p. 19).
30 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Nunc pono duas propositiones his oppositas.
Prima est quod inter extrema realia quorum utrumque est res, potest esse distinctio
rationis. Secunda: quod distinctio secundum quid non arguit de necessitate extrema
habentia esse secundum quid, nec alterum extremorum (Caesenae 1630, p. 12).
33 Cf. Franciscus deMayronis, Conflatus 1. 8.5: Omnis formalitas existens in rerum
natura necessario est aliqua realitas … formalitas est realitas identice et simpliciter
sunt idem, non tamen quidditative (Ed. Venetiis 1520, f. 49ra A). Petrus Aureolus,
Quodlibet 1: Ex praedictis igitur patet quod omnis formalitas extra intellectum est
aliqua realitas et aliqua essentia, et ita non differunt in aliqua re formalitas et realitas
(Romae, 1605, f. 8a D).
34 Jacobus de Appamiis,Quodlibet 1: Definitio et definitum distinguuntur ratione;
alias definitio non haberet rationemmagis noti quam definitum; et tamen definitio
metaphysicalis et definitum utrumque est vere [verae ed] res. Nec potest dici quod
distinguantur realiter vel formaliter, cum completa definitio includat quidquid
realitatis vel formalitatis dicit res definita, alias non esset completa (Caesenae 1630,
p. 13).
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41 Jacobus de Appamiis, Quodlibet 1: Quantum ad secundum est sciendum quod
distinctio fabricata dicitur ex natura rei altero trium modorum: vel ex natura rei
necessitantis, vel ex natura rei non repugnantis, vel ex natura rei repugnantis.
Distinctio rationis dicitur esse ex natura rei necessitantis, quando res necessitat
intellectum ut concipiat distinctis conceptibus, sicut apparet de conceptu generis et
differentiae. Ex natura rei non repugnantis, quando non repugnat [repugnant ed] rei
concipi diversimode, et talis est inter definitionem et definitum, quia non repugnat
rei concipi implicite et explicite. Ex natura rei repugnantis, quando fingitur distinctio
quae repugnat extremis, sicut si fingeretur inter distinca solo numero distinctio
specifica (Caesenae 1630, p. 16).
48 Alphonsus Vargas,QDA 1.1: Cuius gratia adverendum est quod specificatio est
duplex: extrinseca et intrinseca. Est etiam notandum quod aliqua accidentia sunt in
quibus alius modus specificationis reperitur quam in substantiis. Substantia enim
non specificatur nisi per differentiam quae est de intrinseca ratione quidditativa,
ut homo per rationale. Quaedam vero accidentia specificantur per extrinseca, ut
simitas, quae definienda est per nasi curvitatem, ita quod illud accidens trahitur ad
speciem simitatis per nasum; curvitas enim numquam est in naso nisi sit simitas, et
impossibile est ipsam esse in naso quin sit simitas; ergo simitas videtur specificari
per aliquid quod est extra naturam suam, quia per subiectum; et haec specificatio
potest dici extrinseca, quia licet natura divisim ibi specificetur, ut simitas, specificatur
tamen per aliquod extrinsecum (Venetiis 1566, p. 2a).
49 Gerardus Senensis, In primum Librum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 3 art. 2,Utrum distinctio
actuum sit a potentiis vel ab obiectis: Ad evidentiam huius articuli est intelligendum
quod in actibus animae de quibusmodo quaerimus consurgit distinctio quadrimem-
bris. Primo secundum genus remotum, secundum quod possumus dicere quod actus
qui est intelligere distinguatur a sentire aut a velle. Voco autem hanc distinctionem
secundum genus remotum: non quod huiusmodi actus non sint in eodem praedica-
mento, sed quia habentmaximam distinctionem quae potest esse inter actus animae,
ut patet cuilibet intuenti (Patavii 1598, p. 98b).
50 Gerardus Senensis, In primum Librum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 3 art. 2: Secundomodo
distinguuntur actus animae penes [pene ed] genus propinquum, sicut actus unius
potentiae potest esse distinctus ab actu eiusdem potentiae, dummodo isti actus sint
ad obiecta diversorum generum, puta actus intelligendi colores ab actu intelligendi
sapores. Voco istam distinctionem secundum genus propinquum, quia non est ita
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magna sicut prima; est tamenmaior quam specifica, ut patet;magis enimdiffert actus
intelligendi colorem ab actu intelligendi saporem quam actus intelligendi colorem
rubeum ab actu intelligendi colorem nigrum, quae est distinctio specifica (Patavii
1598, p. 98b–99a).
51 Gerardus Senensis, In primum Librum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 3 art. 2: Tertio modo
invenimus distinctionem in actibus animae secundum speciem, ut iam tactum est;
puta, quia actus intelligendi album differt specie ab actu intelligendi nigrum, quod
patet. Magis enim differunt isti actus qui sunt respectu diversorum obiectorum
secundum speciem quam qui sunt respectu obiecti eiusdem speciei; sed illi differunt
numero, ergo etc. Quod autem illi differunt numero patebit inferius (Patavii 1598,
p. 99a).
52 Gerardus Senensis, In primumLibrum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 3 art. 2: Quarto distingu-
untur actus animae secundum numerum, ut iam dictum est. Quia actus intelligendi
album in isto tempore differunt numero ab actu intelligendi album in alio tem-
pore; nam cum isti actus habeant aliquam distinctionem: vel habent specificam, vel
numeralem. Non specificam, quia sunt in eadem potentia et respectu eiusdem obiecti
specifici; ergo habebunt distinctionem numeralem. Isiti ergo sunt quattuor princi-
pales modi distinctionis in actibus animae, ad quos omnes alii reducuntur (Patavii
1598, p. 99a).
105 Alphonsus Vargas, In Primum Sententiarum, d. 3 q. 1 a.2: Quantum ad secundum
articulum pono quattuor conclusiones. Prima est quod intellectus in natura rationali
creata non est realiter voluntas, nec e converso. Et quia aliqui credunt oppositam
conclusionem esse de mente Augustini, primo probabo conclusionem auctoritatibus
ipsius, secundo aliquibus rationibus (Venetiis 1490, Reprint 1952, col. 29715–20).
116 Alphonsus Vargas,QDA 3.2.2: Narratis igitur diversis opinionibus de intellectu
agente, tangendum est quidammodus alius dicendi de ipso, qui mihi inter ceteros
probabilior videtur, et dictis Philosophi satis consonans. Est autemmodus talis quod
intellectus agens est quoddam lumen, sive quidam habitus connaturalis intellectui
possibili, distinctus realiter ab eo, se ipso perficiens et informans ipsum. Hic autem
modus dicendi tria ponit per ordinem: Primum, quod intellectus agens est quoddam
lumen sive quidam habitus connaturalis intellectui possibili; secundum, quod
distinguitur realiter ab eo; tertio, quod se ipso perficit et informat ipsum (Venetiis
1566, p. 83a).
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122 Alphonsus Vargas, In Primum Sententiarum, d. 3 q. 1: … videtur mihi quod partes
imaginis creatae possunt dupliciter assignari. Primo quidem potest dici, supposito
quodmemoria, intellectus, et voluntas in natura rationali creata sunt tres potentiae
distinctae realiter, quod partes imaginis creatae essentialiter et intrinsice sunt iste tres
potentiae; natura vero in qua fundantur, dicitur imago dei, vel ad imaginem dei, non
quidem formaliter, sed fundamentaliter, eo modo quo depicta denominatur imago.
Et ista videtur sententia beati Augustini […] Secundo vero potest dici, si conceditur
cum istis, quamquam intellectus et memoria non sunt potentiae distinctae realiter,
sed una tantum, quod perfecta ratio imaginis in nobis consistit in ipsa substantia
anime et duabus potentiis, intellectu scilicet et voluntate (Venetiis 1490, Reprint 1952,
col. 29642–50, col. 2971–4).
125 Durandus a Sancto Porciano, In Petri Lombardi Sententias Theologicas Commen-
tariorum libri IIII: Alius modus dicendi est qui uidetur michi probabilior, quod una
res absoluta siue essentia anime siue aliquid additum essentie, ut uerius credo, est
intellectus et uoluntas habens rationem duarum potentiarum propter hoc quod
est principium duorum actuum subordinatorum, qui sunt intelligere et uelle, ita
quod intellectus et uoluntas in nullo absoluto differunt, set solum per respectum ad
diuersos actus. Confirmatur autem hec opinio rationibus et auctoritatibus (Venetiis
1571, digitized at http://durandus.phil-fak.uni-koeln.de/fileadmin/sites/durandus/
Durandus_C_I_Prol-3.pdf: p. 267 n. 8).
126 Durandus, ib. p. 267 n. 9.
127 Durandus, ib. p. 268 n. 12.
128 Durandus, ib. p. 269 n. 13.
129 Durandus, ib. p. 270 n. 14.
130 Durandus, ib. p. 272 n. 20.
Samenvatting en Conclusies
Dit proefschrift is een studie over Alphonsus Vargas’ opvattingen over de aard en
de functie van de vermogens van de intellectieve ziel zoals door hem uiteengezet
in zijn Quaestiones bij Aristoteles’ De Anima (QDA) en in de corresponderende delen
van zijn Commentaar op de Sententiën (SENT, geschreven ná deQDA).Hoofdstuk 1 geeft
een samenvatting van het weinige dat over zijn leven en werk bekend is. Alphonsus
Vargas was een Augustijnse theoloog werkzaam in de eerste helft van de veertiende
eeuw. Vargas doceerde over de Sententiën in Parijs, in het academisch jaar 1344–1345; in
1353 werd hij bisschop van Badajoz, in 1354 vanOsma, en in 1361 werd bij aartsbisschop
van Sevilla, waar hij in 1366 overleed. Verder bevat Hoofdstuk 1 een korte inleiding in
de filosofische onderwerpen die in deze studie aan de orde komen. Ze hebben allemaal
betrekking op de structuur en de functie van de intellectieve ziel van demens, en zijn
onder te brengen in twee hoofdgroepen: ten eerste, wat is de relatie tussen de essentie
van de ziel en haar vermogens en wat is de relatie tussen die vermogens onderling?
Deze vraag komt aan de orde in de hoofdstukken 2, 3 en 4. En ten tweede, hoe werken
de vermogens van de intellectieve ziel in het kenproces? Deze vraag behandelen we in
de hoofdstukken 5 en 6. In het navolgende geef ik een samenvatting en evaluatie van
de hoofdzaken van Vargas’ denken over de intellectieve ziel.
Hoofdstuk 2geeft eenoverzicht vandedrie voornaamste zienswijzendie indedertiende
eeuw gangbaar warenmet betrekking tot de relatie tussen de ziel en haar vermogens:
de vermogens zijn ofwel identiek met de substantie van de ziel, ofwel daarvan
onderscheiden als accidenten, ofwel ze zijn iets tussen substantie en accidenten in.
Deze drie opvattingen zijn het resultaat van een lange traditie van theoretiseren
en discussiëren. Aan het einde van de dertiende eeuw gingen twee ervan het debat
domineren. Volgens de identiteitstheorie zijn de vermogens van de ziel volledig
identiek met de essentie van de ziel. Ze krijgen onderscheiden namen omdat de
ziel actief is in verschillende functies. Een vorm van de identiteitshypothese werd
aangehangen door Hendrik van Gent en John Duns Scotus. De distinctiehypothese
werd systematisch uitgewerkt door Thomas van Aquino op basis van algemene
metafysische, theologische en antropologische principes. In deze opvatting zijn de
vermogens accidenten van de ziel die zelf een substantiële vorm is. De opvatting
berust op Aristoteles’ indeling van alle zijnden in twee fundamentele ontologische
categorieën (of ‘predicamenten’): substanties, die op zichzelf kunnen bestaan, en
accidenten, die enkel in substanties kunnen bestaan, als karakteristieken ervan; de
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vermogens van de ziel zijn zulke karakteristieken: het zijn in feite kwaliteiten van de
ziel. De menselijke ziel zelf is een substantiële vorm die de mensmaakt tot wat hij is,
en die het principe is van al diens functies, zoals denken enwillen.Maar de vermogens
van de zielmoeten verschillen van de ziel zelf, ondermeer omdat zijn en functioneren
alleenmaar identiek kunnen zijn in een zijnde dat absoluut enkelvoudig is, namelijk
God.
De opvatting dat de vermogens van de ziel accidenten van de ziel zijn ontmoette
om verschillende redenen veel tegenstand bij Franciscaanse theologen; zij probeerden
een tussenpositie in te nemen, waarin identiteit en onderscheid gecombineerd
werden. Thomas erkendedemogelijkheid van zo’npositie,mits de vermogens opgevat
werden als ‘predicabele eigenschappen’ van de ziel. Predicabelen zijn universele
noties die toegepast kunnen worden op elke geschapen substantie: de algemene
categorie (genus) waartoe de substantie behoort, een differentierend kenmerk, waardoor
ze verbijzonderd wordt tot een soort (species) binnen het genus, en eigenschappen
(propria of proprietates) en accidenten. Eigenschappen in de zin van een predicabel
kenmerk zijn zeer nauw verbondenmet een bepaalde soort (species); ze komen altijd
voor in elk lid vandie soort,maarniet in andere soorten.Het zijn in feite noodzakelijke
kenmerken van een bepaalde soort, omdat ze noodzakelijk samengaanmet de essentie
vandie bepaalde soort.Dit laatste kenmerk iswat een eigenschaponderscheidt van een
accident. Een accident is een kenmerk dat al dan niet aanwezig kan zijn bij individuen
van verschillende soorten. Volgens Thomas kunnen de vermogens van de ziel opgevat
worden als eigenschappen in deze precieze betekenis; ze zijn noodzakelijk aanwezig
in de intellectieve ziel. Dit lijkt ook de opvatting te zijn van Alphonsus Vargas (zoals
uiteengezet in Hoofdstuk 4).
Een versie van de identiteitstheorie werd uitgewerkt door John Duns Scotus.
In deze opvatting zijn de ziel en haar vermogens in werkelijkheid identiek maar
toch formeel onderscheiden. Het komt er op neer dat de essentie van de ziel van de
mens en haar diverse vermogens, zoals intellect en wil, co-extensief zijn: ze vallen in
werkelijkheid volledig samen. We kunnen echter een onderscheid aanbrengen in de
zin datwat het betekent te ‘denken’ niet hetzelfde is als wat het betekent te ‘willen’; in
termen van hun inhoud zijn de noties van de diverse vermogens onderscheiden.Maar
dit onderscheid is niet louter conceptueel of gecreëerd door onze geest; het reflecteert
de werkelijkheid en is ‘gebaseerd op de natuur van het ding’. Dit is in een notendop
Scotus’ ‘formele distinctie op basis van de natuur van het ding’ (distinctio formalis ex
natura rei).
De relatie tussen de ziel en haar vermogens was niet het enige terrein waar Scotus
zijn formele distinctie hanteerde. Ze werd ook toegepast in theologische problemen
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en gaf aanleiding tot heel wat discussie in de eerste helft van de veertiende eeuw.
Terwijl veel Franciscaanse theologen hun ordegenoot volgden in diens leer van
de formele distinctie, werd ze breed verworpen door Dominicaanse geleerden en
anderen, waaronder de Augustijn Alphonsus Vargas. Die vond dat Scotus’ formele
distinctie absoluut geen steek hield en hij spande zich hevig in om een alternatief te
bedenken, dat uiteindelijk echter niet echt fundamenteel lijkt te verschillen van de
oorspronkelijke notie. Om dit oordeel te begrijpenmoeten we nader ingaan op het
begrip van de formele distinctie, in het bijzonder de notie ‘formaliteit’. Dat gebeurt
inHoofdstuk 3.
Filosofen en theologen in de Middeleeuwen waren terdege vertrouwd met het
idee dat reële identiteit kon samengaan met enig onderscheid, met name in God,
bijvoorbeeld met betrekking tot God’s essentie en God’s attributen zoals wijsheid en
rechtvaardigheid. God’s wezen is absoluut enkelvoudig, één en ondeelbaar, maar toch
is wijsheid niet hetzelfde als rechtvaardigheid. Over de aard van dit verschil heerste
veel onenigheid. Aanvankelijk kendemen slechts twee opties: een reëel onderscheid
(distinctio realis) en een conceptueel onderscheid (distinctio rationis). Een reëel onderscheid
in God was uiteraard geheel uitgesloten (behalve in het geval van de Drievuldigheid,
want volgens het katholieke geloof zijn God de Vader, God de Zoon en de Heilige
Geest reëel onderscheiden personen). Anderzijds, een conceptueel onderscheid was
ook onmogelijk, omdat zo’n onderscheid opgevat werd als een zuivere constructie
van demenselijke geest, louter betrekking hebbend op conceptuele entiteiten, terwijl
alles in God natuurlijk bij uitstek reëel is. Een uitweg uit dit dilemma was Scotus’
notie van een formeel onderscheid (distinctio formalis): zo’n onderscheid is reëel in die
zin dat het is gebaseerd op de natuur van een ding zoals die bestaat onafhankelijk
van de menselijke geest, terwijl het toch geen afbreuk doet aan feitelijk bestaande
reële identiteit.
De cruciale noties hier zijn: ‘ding’ (res), ‘realiteit’ (realitas) en ‘formaliteit’ ( formali-
tas). Deze begrippen werden niet altijd in dezelfde betekenis gebruikt door Scotus en
zijn volgelingen, ook omdat Scotus zelf de diverse begrippen niet altijd expliciet gede-
finiëerd heeft. Het centrale begrip is dat van ‘formaliteit’. Een formaliteit is zelf geen
reëel ding maar het is iets van een reëel ding (non res sed rei) en het is onscheidbaar van
het ding waartoe het behoort. Voor Scotus zijn formaliteiten niet louter conceptuele
entiteiten (entia rationis). Ze worden niet geschapen door de geest, maar onderkend in
en geabstraheerd van dingen. Ze beschrijven ‘wat het ding is’, hun ‘watheid’ of ‘quid-
diteit’ (quidditas), en worden gepercipiëerd als komendmet de natuur van het ding
waartoe ze behoren (ex natura rei). Het feit dat Scotus geen gedetailleerde en heldere
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uiteenzetting van de begrippen ‘realiteit’ en ‘formaliteit’ biedt, was voor sommige
van zijn volgelingen een reden om dat dan maar zelf te doen. Helaas resulteerden
hun inspanningen niet in een algemeen aanvaarde zienswijze. Sommige Scotisten
hanteerden een sterk realistische interpretatie van ‘formaliteiten’. Eén van hen was
Geraldus van Odo, op wiens opvatting van het begrip ‘formaliteit’ Vargas in theQDA
uitgebreid ingaat. Vargas’ fundamentele kritiek is dat Odo de formaliteiten, die staan
voor de watheid van een ding is, in feite reïficeert. Op die manier, betoogt Vargas, is
een formaliteit niet meer iets van een reëel dingmaar wordt het zelf een reëel ding; en
een formele distinctie of een distinctie tussen formaliteiten wordt zodoende noodza-
kelijkerwijs een reële distinctie. Zo’n formele distinctie doet dus niet wat de bedoeling
was, namelijk het behouden van de reële identiteit van formeel onderscheiden items.
Vargas staat zo voor de noodzaak om een alternatief te bedenken, en dat doet hij in
QDA 2.4, waarvan een kritische editie is opgenomen in dit proefschrift.
De hoofdvraag inQDA 2.4 is of the vermogens van de ziel reëel onderscheiden zijn
van elkaar, inhet bijzonder: is er een reëel onderscheid tussen intellect engeheugen, en
tussen intellect enwil?Het antwoord vanVargas opde eerste subvraag is dat geheugen
en intellect hetzelfde vermogen zijn, dat echter verschillende functies vervult, met
name het opslaan van informatie en het feitelijk gebruiken van informatie; ze zijn
in werkelijkheid één vermogenmaar conceptueel gezien verschillend (una potentia
realiter, diversa secundum rationem). Het onderscheid dat Vargas voor ogen staat is
niet een reëel onderscheid maar ook niet een conceptueel onderscheid zoals dat
gewoonlijk opgevat werd. In een een uitgebreid betoog stelt Vargas een speciaal soort
van conceptueel onderscheid voor: een onderscheid ex natura rei, dat een onderscheid
tussen de vermogens toelaat dat niet reëel is maar ook niet helemaal conceptueel. Van
zijn ordegenoot Jacob van Pamiers neemt Vargas het onderscheid over tussen twee
typen van conceptuele distinctie. Het eerste type is van toepassing op begrippen. Het
is het gangbare conceptuele onderscheid, gebaseerd op de rede, en de onderscheiden
termen zijn conceptuele entiteiten. Dit type onderscheid is niet van toepassing in het
geval van geheugen en intellect. Er is evenwel nog een ander type, een conceptueel
onderscheid dat gemaakt wordt door het intellect, maar dat ‘op de een of andere
manier uit de natuur van een ding naar voren komt’, met name wanneer de natuur
van het ding het noodzakelijk maakt (ex natura rei necessitantis), wanneer een ding het
intellect er toe dwingt om opgevat te worden in onderscheiden concepten. Kortom:
wanneer de natuur van een ding het intellect dwingt om onderscheiden concepten
te vormen over eenzelfde ding. Een voorbeeld kan zijn de inhoud van de begrippen
‘genus’ en ‘differentie’. Om te begrijpen wat een ‘mens’ werkelijk is (zijn natuur)
zijn tenminste twee begrippen nodig, een genus-concept, namelijk ‘dier’, en een
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differentiërend concept, namelijk ‘rationeel’. Beide begrippen hebben betrekking op
aspecten van een reëele entiteit, maar hun inhouden zijn zelf geen reëele dingen.
Deze typering van de conceptuele distinctie ex natura rei necessitantis lijkt sterkt
op de manier waarop Scotus’ formele distinctie verondersteld wordt te werken. Het
verschil is dat voor Scotus de de formele distinctie werkzaam blijft in het domein van
de extra-mentale realiteit, terwijl Vargas’ speciale type van distinctie aan de kant van
het conceptuele blijft. De formele distinctie, die voor Scotusminder dan volledig reëel
is, heeft voor Vargas nog een te hoog realiteitsgehalte. Het komt er op neer dat Vargas’
distinctio ex natura rei necessitantis een spiegelbeeld is van Scotus’ distinctio formalis ex
natura rei; ze schuift als het ware terug van het andere einde van de schaal: ze isminder
dan louter conceptueel. In beide gevallen, echter, is het de bedoeling dat de distinctie
gelokaliseerd wordt op enige afstand van de theoretischmogelijke eindpunten van
de schaal, te weten ‘volledig reëel’ en ‘volledig conceptueel’.
Een hoofdthema van de onderhavige studie is wat Vargas heeft te zeggen over de
natuur en functie van de vermogens van de intellectieve ziel. InHoofdstuk 4 richten
we ons op Vargas’ opvatting over de relatie tussen de ziel en haar vermogens, een
opvatting die sterk lijkt op de eigenschappen-theorie waar Thomas de aandacht op
vestigde (zie Hoofdstuk 2). Maar er is een verschil. Voor Thomas is een eigenschap
te onderscheiden van de essentie van de substantie waartoe ze behoort en van de
accidenten die die substantie toevallen. In deze opvatting is een accident primair een
kenmerkdat uitgezegd kanworden van eending (eenpredicaat), niet een ontologische
categorie (een predicament). Strikt genomen impliceert het eigenschappen-model
daarom niet per se een commitment ten aanzien van de ontologische status van een
accident. Vargas, echter, is ietwat ambivalent in dit opzicht. Op sommige plaatsen
lijkt hij de vermogens van de ziel zowel eigenschappen als accidenten te noemen.
Maar hij stelt ook dat eigenschappen te onderscheiden zijn van ‘gewone accidenten’,
of op zijnminst daar een aparte subset van zijn. Hoe dat ook zij, eigenschappen zijn
voor Vargas nauwer verbondenmet de essentie van de ziel dan ‘gewone accidenten’
zijn. De vermogens van de ziel komen voort uit de essentie van de species ‘mens’: ze
‘ontspringen’ aan de essentie van de ziel wanneer de (intellectieve) ziel daadwerkelijk
door God geschapen wordt. Als eigenschappen staan ze dichter bij de essentie van
de ziel dan andere soorten van accidenten; niettemin blijven het accidenten en als
zodanig zijn ze reëel onderscheiden van de essentie van de ziel.
Elke middeleeuwse auteur die zich bezig houdt met de vermogens van de ziel
ontkomt er niet aan nader in te gaan op de relatie tussen objecten, activiteiten en
vermogens. Aristoteles had voorgesteld om vermogens te specificeren in termen van
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hun activiteiten en die activiteiten op hun beurt te specificeren in termen van
hun objecten. Dit methodologische principe was vrij algemeen aanvaard, maar
Vargas besteedt er veel meer aandacht aan dan sommige van zijn voorgangers, zoals
Thomas van Aquino en Jan van Jandun. Vargas wijdt een gedetailleerde analyse aan
het principe, waarbij hij meerdere manieren onderscheidt waarop items kunnen
verschillen. Wat betreft de relatie tussen activiteiten en hun objecten stelt Vargas dat
de activiteiten vande ziel formeel (!) en intrinsiek van elkaar verschillenkrachtenshun
essentie. Denken enwillen, bijvoorbeeld, zijn uit de aard van hunwezen verschillende
activiteiten. Objectenmaken geen deel uit van hunwezen en kunnen dus niet zorgen
voor het wezenlijke, intrinsieke onderscheid tussen die activiteiten.
Niettemin is het evident dat objecten een rol spelen bij het onderscheiden van
activiteiten. Maar dan gaat het om een onderscheid op extrinsieke gronden. Vargas
geeft vier varianten van de wijze waarop objecten een extrinsiek onderscheid kunnen
veroorzaken, maar zijn analyse is niet origineel; ze is in essentie gebaseerd op wat
zijn ordegenoot Gerard van Siena betoogt. Een voor de hand liggend extrinsiek
onderscheid tussen activiteiten is het ‘numerieke onderscheid’ dat gemaakt kan
worden wanneer eenzelfde activiteit betrekking heeft op eenzelfde object, maar op
verschillende tijdstippen, bijvoorbeeld: vandaag aan Socrates denken en morgen
weer. Een ander type is het ‘specifieke onderscheid’, dat optreedt wanneer twee
activiteiten van hetzelfde vermogen betrekking hebben op specifiek onderscheiden
objecten, bijvoorbeeld: de activiteiten van het waarnemen van kleuren die elk een
species van het genus kleur zijn, zoals zwart en wit. Het specifieke onderscheid
berust volledig op de objecten van de activiteit. Een ander type onderscheid bestaat
tussen activiteiten van hetzelfde vermogenmaar betrekking hebbend op objecten
die meer dan specifiek onderscheiden zijn, bijvoorbeeld: het waarnemen van kleur
en het waarnemen van smaak. Zulke activiteiten heten ‘onderscheiden in termen
van het meest nabije genus’, namelijk dat van ‘zintuiglijk object’. Ook dit type
onderscheid komt volledig voor rekening van de betreffende objecten.Het laatste type
van onderscheid betreft activiteiten van twee verschillende vermogens van de ziel;
deze zijn ‘onderscheiden in termen van het verder liggende genus’, namelijk dat van
‘objecten van de rationele ziel’. Een voorbeeld: de activiteiten van denken en willen
met betrekking to hun objecten. Het betreffende onderscheid is de hoogste vorm van
een extrinsiek onderscheid tussen activiteiten van de ziel. De activiteiten gaan uit
van intrinsiek onderscheiden vermogens, dus hun onderscheid kan niet volledig aan
de objecten toegeschreven worden, want dan zouden de intrinsiek onderscheiden
vermogens helemaal geen rol spelen. Maar het onderscheid kan ook niet volledig
begrepen worden in termen van de betreffende vermogens, want de activiteiten
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kunnen bij eenzelfde object alleenmaar verschillen als het om andere aspecten van
het object gaat; ook het object speelt dus een rol.
In de laatste secties van Hoofdstuk 4 komt Vargas’ inhoudelijke opvatting over
het onderscheid tussen de vermogens van de ziel aan de orde; het gaat dan om
de Augustinische trits van geheugen, intellect (of ‘intelligentie’) en wil. Het is
frappant dat Vargas deze vermogens niet uniform behandelt: de relatie tussen
geheugen en intellect is anders dan die tussen intellect en wil. Met betrekking
tot intellect en geheugen volgt Vargas de leraar van zijn orde, Aegidius van Rome.
Hij stelt dat intellect en geheugen in werkelijkheid één vermogen zijn, dat echter
twee onderscheiden functies verzorgt, namelijk het opslaan van begrippen en het
daadwerkelijk gebruiken van begrippen. Hier ontmoeten we eindelijk de uitkomst
van de lange redenering in het eerste deel van QDA 2.4: we hebben hier te maken
een conceptueel onderscheid, dat echter afgedwongen wordt door de natuur van het
ding zelf. Aangaande de vermogens van intellect en wil is Vargas’ discussie ietwat
onevenwichtig. Hij besteed enige tijd aan hetweerleggen van de opinie vanDurandus
van Saint Pourçain, als zouden intellect en wil twee niet werkelijk te onderscheiden
vermogens zijn, en geeft dan een paar korte argumenten om zijn eigen mening te
staven, namelijk dat intellect en wil reëel onderscheidenmoeten zijn.
Het middeleeuwse beeld van de intellectieve ziel is niet compleet als de Aristotelische
notie vanhet actieve intellect erniet bij betrokkenwordt.DaaromisHoofdstuk5 gewijd
aan een bespreking van Vargas’s nogal eigenzinnige ideeën over de aard en functie van
het actieve intellect (intellectus agens). Vargas begintmet een paar algemene stellingen:
er moet een actief intellect bestaan; het kan niet een afzonderlijke substantie zijn en
ook niet bestaan in God’s kennis; het moet iets van en in de intellectieve ziel zijn; het
is reëel onderscheiden van het geheugen en van het receptieve of potentiële intellect
(intellectus possibilis). Deze uitspraken worden aangevuld met de volgende meer
specifieke stellingen: het actieve intellect is is een soort van licht of een natuurlijke
habitus (habitus connaturalis) van het receptieve intellect; door het actieve intellect
wordt het receptieve intellect tot de vervolmaking gebracht die bestaat in opnemen
van kenacten (actus intelligendi; intellectiones); het actieve intellect is de enige effectieve
oorzaak van kenacten (deze laatste stelling komt in Hoofdstuk 6 aan de orde).
Ten tijde van Vargas was de noodzaak van een actief intellect ter verklaring van
kenacten vrij algemeen aanvaard. Maar toch geeft Vargas er nog enkele argumenten
voor, wellicht omdat hij zo de kans krijgt om nog eens te wijzen op zijn eigen, minder
gangbare opvatting, dat er ook een actief zintuiglijk vermogen (sensus agens) moet
bestaan. Hoewel de noodzaak van een actief intellect nauwelijks betwist werd, was er
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nog onenigheid over wat het actieve intellect dan wel precies kon zijn en deed. De
opvatting dat het actieve intellect een ‘afzonderlijke substantie’ zou zijn, d.w.z. iets
wat bestaat buiten demenselijke geest, schuift Vargas snel terzijde. Een dergelijke
opvatting werd onder meer gehuldigd door de islamitische filosofen Avicenna en
Averroes. Zewas al uitgebreid bestreden door Thomas vanAquino ennog eens officieel
veroordeeld door de bisschop van Parijs in 1277. Vargas verwierp ook de opvatting
van zijn ordegenoot Bernadus Oliverius, die meende dat het actieve intellect bestond
in God’s kennis die de dingen de mogelijkheid gaf om door het menselijke intellect
gekend te worden.
Het is met betrekking tot de positie van het actieve intellect in de ziel dat Vargas’
opinies gaan afwijken van de algemeen gangbare opvattingen. In deQDA stelt Vargas
dat het actieve intellect geendeel uitmaakt vande ziel als afbeelding vandeGoddelijke
Drievuldigheid, een afbeelding die berust op de drie vermogens van de ziel: geheugen,
(potentieel) intellect en wil. Het actieve intellect is reëel onderscheiden van deze drie
vermogens. In tegenstelling tot wat gemeenlijk aangenomen werd, onder meer door
Thomas van Aquino, is volgens Vargas het actieve intellect helemaal geen vermogen,
en het is ook niet rechtstreeks gefundeerd in de essentie van de ziel. Het actieve
intellect kan gewoon niet een vermogen zijn dat gefundeerd is in de essentie van
de ziel. Kenacten vinden plaats doordat het actieve intellect krachtens zijn natuur
het receptieve intellect informeert, d.w.z. de kenact geeft, en het aldus vervolmaakt.
Een kenact is immanent, verwezenlijkt een natuurlijke functie, en verblijft in het
receptieve intellect, dat het ontvangende subject van de act is. Het actieve intellect,
aldus Vargas, is in feite een habitus per definitie, want naar een vaak aangehaalde
definitie is een habitus een kwaliteit die men desgewenst kan benutten om vlot te
handelen en dat is precies wat gebeurt bij een kenact: dan wil de ziel het actieve
intellect benutten en doet dat ook. De ziel zet het actieve intellect echter niet in op de
manier van een vermogenmaar op demanier van eenhabitus. De natuurlijkewerking
van het actieve intellect komt overeenmet de natuurlijke werking van een habitus.
Het actieve intellect is een licht dat uit zichzelf het receptieve intellect vervolmaakt
en tot actualiteit brengt. Dat is volgens Vargas precies wat ook een habitus doet:
een habitus is een kwaliteit van een vermogen die het vermogen tot actualiteit
brengt en vervolmaakt. Aldus is actieve intellect een natuurlijke habitus van het
receptieve intellect. Vargas’ zienswijze met betrekking tot het actieve intellect heeft
enige gelijkenismet die van zijn ordegenoot Jacob van Viterbo, die het actieve intellect
zag als een ‘meegeschapen geschiktheid’ (idoneitas concreata) van de intellectieve
ziel. Vargas doet echter veel moeite om zijn eigen positie te verduidelijken en te
onderscheiden van die van Jacob.
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Het beeld dat we nu hebben van de structuur van de intellectieve ziel zoals
Vargas die ziet, moet nog aangevuld worden met zijn opvattingen over de manier
waarop de intellectieve ziel een fundamentele cognitieve operatie implementeert,
namelijk het tot stand brengen van kenacten. Ook in dit opzicht wijkt Vargas af
van de heersende opinie. Algemeen werd aangenomen dat het actieve intellect uit
de zintuiglijke representaties van objecten (phantasmata, meervoud van phantasma)
een zogeheten kenbeeld (species intelligibilis) abstraheert en dit presenteert aan het
receptieve intellect waar het kenbeeld, dat in potentie begrijpelijk is, geactualiseerd
wordt in een feitelijke kenact. Vargas heeft niet zozeer bezwaar tegen deze globale
weergave van het proces als wel tegen de manier waarop het uitgelegd wordt door
een invloedrijke auteur als Godfried van Fontaines. Volgens Godfried werkt het
actieve intellect inderdaad in op phantasmata, maar het bewerkstelligt er niet iets
positiefs in, het haalt er slechts iets van af, met name demateriële elementen. Als de
representatie van een zintuiglijk waargenomen object is een phantasma behept met
een verzameling concrete kenmerken waardoor het staat voor dit particuliere object.
Maar in het receptieve intellect gaat het niet om kennis van individuele objecten
in hun singulariteit. Ware kennis bestaat in generalisaties en betreft algemene of
universele begrippen. Welnu, het actieve intellect zorgt voor de abstractie van het
algemene uit het bijzondere: het verwijdert demateriële omstandigheden van het
object zoals gerepresenteerd in het phantasma, enwel door enkel de algemene natuur
ofwel de universele watheid (quidditas) van het object uit te lichten, zonder nog te
materiële omstandigheden te zien.
Vargas is het niet eensmet deze theorie. Hij is vanmening dat het actieve intellect
wel eenpositief effect heeft.Het activeert volgenshemeen soort van licht dat aanwezig
is in het phantasma zelf of in de verbeelding (imaginatio, phantasia: een zintuiglijk
vermogen) en verlicht zo alle elementen van het phantasma, niet alleen de watheid
maar ook demateriële omstandigheden vanhet object. Vervolgens kanhet phantasma
zelf in het receptieve intellect een kenbeeld veroorzaken (maar niet de kenact zelf,
die wordt door het actieve intellect veroorzaakt, zoals uiteengezet in het volgende
hoofdstuk).
Over de oorzaken van de kenact Vargas geeft een uitgebreide kritische analyse, zowel
in deQDA als in de SENT. Deze komt aan de orde inHoofdstuk 6. In deQDA bestrijdt
Vargas een aantal opvattingen zonder daarbij hun vertegenwoordigers noemen. In
de SENT, daarentegen, is het mikpunt van zijn kritiek duidelijk: hij richt zich daar
met name op de opinie van Scotus en diens volgelingen, dat de kenact veroorzaakt
wordt door zowel het object als het intellect, die gelijktijdig werkzaam zijn en samen
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één integrale oorzaak vormen. DeQDA en de SENT stemmen echter overeen wat de
inhoudelijke kern van Vargas’ opvatting betreft. Die bestaat er in dat Vargas elke rol
van het object (en van de representatie ervan in het kenbeeld) en van het receptieve
intellect gedecideerd verwerpt en stelt dat het actieve intellect de enige totale oorzaak
is van kenacten.
Vargas ageert uitgebreid tegenhet Scotistischemodel vanpartiële oorzakelijkheid,
maar hij verwijst niet naar de relevante tekst van Scotus in diensOrdinatio; wel citeert
en bediscussieert hij de argumenten die Scotus in die tekst geeft om aan te tonen dat
het principe dat eenzelfde ding niet kan inwerken op zichzelf niet van toepassing is
in het geval van het intellect en zijn kenacten. Vargas moet Scotus’ argumentatie wel
weerleggen omdat hij onomstotelijk wil bewijzen dat het receptieve intellect geen
enkele causale rol vervult in de totstandkoming van een kenact.
Volgens Scotus is de samenwerking van object en intellect in het veroorzaken van
kenacten analoog aan demanier waarop Aristoteles de samenwerking vanman en
vrouw ziet bij het voortbrengen van kinderen: beide ouders zijn nodig, maar de vader
is de belangrijkste factor; onafhankelijk van de vader heeft de moeder een eigen actief
vermogen,maar voor de uitoefening van dat vermogen is zij afhankelijk van de vader.
De veroorzaking van een kenact vindt plaats op een vergelijkbare wijze, aldus Scotus:
het intellect is de primaire of hogere oorzaak, en het object of de representatie ervan
(het kenbeeld) is de ondergeschikte oorzaak. Intellect en object hebben elk hun eigen
causale vermogen, de lagere oorzaak (object of kenbeeld) ontleent haar causaliteit niet
aan de hogere oorzaak,maar ze kan haar eigen causaliteit alleen aanwenden krachtens
de hogere oorzaak. Beide oorzakenmoeten tegelijkertijd actief zijn en zijn gelijktijdig
werkzaam, maar het causale vermogen van het intellect is groter dan dat van het
object.Met betrekking tot de vraagwelk deel van het intellect dan de cruciale factor is,
het actieve of het receptieve intellect, beschouwt Scotus twee mogelijkheden, die elk
neerkomen op een amalgaam van de Augustinische en de Aristotelische beschrijving
van de intellectieve ziel.
Volgens het eerstemodel, dat Scotus’ voorkeur lijkt te hebben, behoren het actieve
en het receptieve intellect allebei tot het geheugen. Het actieve intellect behoort tot
het geheugen inzoverre het de feitelijke kenact genereert, hetgeen volgensAugustinus
een taak is van het geheugen.Wat het receptieve intellect betreft: in zijn hoedanigheid
vanhet ontvangen en bewaren van kenbeelden behoort het tot het geheugen,maar als
de ontvanger van feitelijke kenacten behoort het tot de Augustinische intelligentie.
Volgens het tweede model hoort het actieve intellect niet tot het geheugen, maar het
receptieve intellect wel, omdat het de representatie van gekende objecten bewaart en
omdat het de feitelijke kenact produceert; maar inzoverre het die kenact ontvangt
zou het nog behoren tot de intelligentie.
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In zijn kritiek op Scotus’ opvattingengaat Vargas vooral in opdedoor Scotus verde-
digdemogelijkheid dat het intellect zichzelf activeert of ‘beweegt’. Dezemogelijkheid
is volgens Vargas volledig uitgesloten. Kennelijk acht hij zichmet deze fundamentele
kritiek ontslagen van de noodzaak om in te gaan op de argumenten die Scotus zelf
aanvoert voor de causale rol van het (receptieve) intellect. Hij gaat echter wel in op
een aantal argumenten die hij vindt bij volgelingen van Scotus, met name Landulpus
van Caracciolo en Frans vanMeyronnes, en waarvan de strekking is dat niet alleen
het object een partiële oorzaak moet zijn van kenactenmaar ook het actieve intellect.
Voor Vargas speelt het object geen enkele causale rol; het is enkel datgene waar
de kenact over gaat (materia circa quam). Zijn voornaamste reden voor deze bewering
weerspiegelt zijn commitment aan Augustinus’ opvatting over de relatie tussen het
materiële en het spirituele: spirituele zaken bekleden de hoogste positie bij alles wat
bestaat en kunnen niet onderworpen zijn aan causale acties vanmateriële dingen.
Vargas verwerpt ook de opvatting dat het receptieve intellect een of de oorzaak zou
kunnen zijn van kenacten. In dit geval is zijn voornaamste reden het Aristotelische
axioma dat niets kan inwerken op zichzelf: het receptieve intellect ontvangt kenacten
en kan het die dus niet tezelfdertijd produceren. Voor Vargas is de veroorzaking
van kenacten uitsluitend het werk van het actieve intellect. Hier is de voornaamste
reden dat het actieve intellect de enige kandidaat is die in aanmerking kan komen.
Immers, kenacten zijn immanent, ze bestaan in de intellectieve ziel;maar omdoor het
receptieve intellect ontvangen te kunnenwordenmoeten ze geproduceerd worden
door een actieve tegenhanger van het receptieve intellect, en wel het actieve intellect.
Vargas’ beeld van de intellectieve ziel blijft volledig Augustinisch. De intellectieve
ziel heeft drie componenten: geheugen, intellect (of intelligentie) en wil. In deQDA
vormen deze drie vermogens een afbeelding van de Drieëenheid. Bij Vargas is het
Aristotelische receptieve intellect in feite identiek met het Augustinische intellect.
Maar de kenacten die ontvangen worden in dit intellect moeten veroorzaakt worden
door een actieve factor, gewoonlijk opgevat als het Aristotelische actieve intellect.
Demanier waarop Vargas deze factor incorporeert in zijn beeld van de intellectieve
ziel is subtiel. Het actieve intellect moet zeker behoren tot de intellectieve ziel, maar
het kan niet als een vierde onderdeel worden toegevoegd aan de drie vermogens die
een afbeelding van de Drievuldigheid vormen. Vargas’ oplossing is om het actieve
intellect de status van een vermogen te ontzeggen en het een natuurlijke habitus van
het receptieve intellect te maken (in deQDA) dan wel een habitus die zetelt in de ziel
als zodanig en fungeert als het principe waardoor de intellectieve ziel kenacten kan
initiëren (in de SENT). Vargas’ manier om Augustinus en Aristoteles met elkaar te in
overeenstemming te brengen komt er op neer dat hij vasthoudt aan de Augustinische
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triade, het Aristotelische receptieve intellect identificeert met het Augustinische
intellect, en het actieve intellect maakt tot een habitus van het receptieve intellect of
de ziel zelf.
Scotus en Vargas zijn zich terdege bewust van het verschil tussen de Aristotelische
en de Augustijnse beschrijvingen van de intellectieve ziel. Maar waar Scotus deze
gelijke rechten geeft als het gaat om een poging ze te harmoniseren, heeft Vargas
vanmeet af aan een voorkeur voor de benadering van Augustinus. Geconfronteerd
met het conclict tussen Augustinus’ opvattingen en de Aristotelische psychologie
legt Vargas in zijn oplossing de nadruk op zijn trouw aan Augustinus. Ook meer
algemeen zijn zijn keuzes in de QDA Augustijns, en wel in twee opzichten: zowel
in de zin dat hij de voorkeur geeft aan Augustinus maar ook in de zin dat hij een
AugustijnseHeremiet is en erfgenaam van een theologische traditie in Parijs die loopt
van Aegidius van Rome over Jacob van Viterbo, Gerard van Siena, Jacob van Pamiers
en Bernardus Oliverius. Deze verbondenheid komt heel sterk naar voren in deQDA.
In zijn Sententiëncommentaar, die de vrucht zijn van zijn colleges in Parijs, zien we
een toenemende neiging zich kritisch op te stellen jegens Scotisten. Vargas is en blijft
een Augustijn, met hart en ziel.
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